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Factual Error 


In Keith Ashley’s letter to the editor re- 
sponding to Thomas Eddlem’s article 
“America’s Civil War and the Advent 
of Total War” (October 20, 2014 issue), 
wherein Eddlem claimed that the North 
was responsible for “total war” measures 
against the South, not vice versa, Ashley 
made a great error in his facts. 

There was not a pit at Fort Pillow, caused 
by a Union explosion, where black troops 
were trapped and murdered by the South. 
He is somewhat describing what happened 
at the siege of Petersburg, where the Union 
troops built a tunnel under the Confeder- 
ate breastwork and filled it with explosives. 
After the explosion took place, a regiment 
of colored troops, who were to receive 
glory for breaking through the Confederate 
defenses, ran into the crater and were shot 
by Confederate soldiers. They could have 
surrendered, but they kept pouring into the 
crater to be shot. Many Union officers were 
reprimanded for this mishap. 

JAMES BROWN 
Morgantown, Indiana 


Live Their Beliefs 


I have an absolute solution to gun control. 

All people, elected and appointed, who 
have anything to do with gun control and 
cause laws to be passed and actions taken 
that would restrict law-abiding U.S. citi- 
zens from owning, possessing, or control- 
ling any type of firearm should be barred 
from owning or possessing a gun or from 
having any armed bodyguards to “protect” 
them or their families! 

This would make the anti-gun crowd 
more aware of the facts that show legally 
armed citizens deter crime and that in- 
creased restrictions on the possession of 
guns by trained legal citizens increases 
crime! Most crime is committed in “gun 
free” zones and is caused by the criminal 
element who don’t pay any attention to the 
gun laws anyway! 

JOHN L. GALBREATH 
Mt. Sterling, Ohio 


State, Not Federal, Power 


Unequivocally, in July 1776, the new 
States possessed all sovereignty, power, 
and jurisdiction over all the soil and per- 
sons in their respective territorial limits. 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


This condition of supreme sovereignty 
of each State over all property and persons 
within the borders thereof continued not- 
withstanding the adoption of the Articles 
of Confederation. In Article II of that doc- 
ument, it was expressly stated: “Article II. 
Each state retains its sovereignty, freedom, 
and independence, and every Power, Ju- 
risdiction and right, which is not by this 
confederation expressly delegated to the 
United States, in Congress assembled.” 

As the history of the confederation gov- 
ernment demonstrated, each State was 
indeed sovereign and independent to the 
degree that it made the central government 
created by the confederation fairly ineffec- 
tual. These defects of the confederation gov- 
ernment strained the relations between and 
among the States, and the remedy became 
the calling of a constitutional convention. 

The representatives who assembled in 
Philadelphia in May 1787 to attend the 
Constitutional Convention met for the 
primary purpose of improving the com- 
mercial relations among the States, al- 
though the product of the convention pro- 
duced more than this. But, no intention 
was demonstrated for the States to sur- 
render in any degree the jurisdiction so 
possessed by the States at that time, and 
indeed the Constitution as finally drafted 
continued the same territorial jurisdic- 
tion of the States as existed under the 
Articles of Confederation. The essence 
of this retention of state jurisdiction was 
embodied in Art. I, Sec. 8, Cl. 17 of the 
U.S. Constitution, which read as follows: 
“To exercise exclusive Legislation in all 
Cases whatsoever, over such District (not 
exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by 
Cession of particular States, and the Ac- 
ceptance of Congress, become the Seat of 
the Government of the United States, and 
to exercise like Authority over all Places 
purchased by the Consent of the Legisla- 
ture of the State in which the Same shall 
be, for the Erection of Forts, Magazines, 
Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other needful 
Buildings.” 

FRANK AZZURRO 
sent via e-mail 


Send your letters to: THE NEw AMERICAN, P.O. 
Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54912. Or e-mail: 
editorial@thenewamerican.com. Due to vol- 
ume received, not all letters can be answered. 
Letters may be edited for space and clarity. 
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U.S. Weapons Going to Iranian-backed Militias 


fighting them even more. It all led to a lull in the killing, one 
of the surge’s key goals. When the Iraqi government stopped 
the flow of money, the violence began anew. 


According to a damning report from Bloomberg News January 8, 
“U.S. weapons intended for Iraq’s beleaguered military are wind- 
ing up in the possession of the country’s Shiite militias,” militias 
that are allied with Iran. 

Obama administration officials publicly denied the weapons 
transfers, even as other Obama officials privately confirmed the 
transfers to Bloomberg. “We have no reason to believe that there 
is any effort by the Iraqi government to transfer U.S.-supplied 
weapons to Shia militia,” White House spokesman Alistair Bas- 
key told Bloomberg News. 

Bloomberg paraphrased an anonymous Obama administration 
official saying that “the risk of not aiding them was greater than 
the risk of aiding them ... adding that this didn’t mean the ad- 
ministration was unconcerned about the risks involved.” Part of 
the problem may be that the Iraqi militias — which attacked U.S. 
forces early during the American occupation — became partners 
with the U.S. government during the “surge” in 2007-08. Federal 
officials, unable to destroy the militias, simply decided to live 
with what they couldn’t destroy. As Alex Kingsbury explained 
in the Boston Globe on November 17, 2014, 


[Some Iraqi militias] took cash payments to not fight and 
to man checkpoints rather than bomb them. The American 
soldiers I traveled with hated paying the Sons of Iraq, men 
who’d been insurgents only a day earlier. But they hated 


In essence, the success of the “surge” was based upon bribing 
and arming, after 2007, the very militias that had been killing 
American soldiers before 2007. Once American aid slowed, the 
militias no longer considered themselves bought off. 

The ongoing arms shipments have been part of a political 
calculation that places a premium on fighting ISIS rather than 
achieving sectarian peace in Iraq and containing Iran. 
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2014 Was Not Hottest Year on Record 


The establishment media is once again further discrediting itself 
by hyping bogus “warmest on record” claims, this time arguing 
falsely that 2014 was the “hottest year ever.” 

In fact, using the satellite temperature data from the University 
of Alabama at Huntsville (UAH), which stretches back only 36 
years, 2014 was colder than both 1998 and 2010. In other words, 
the UAH satellite temperature data, available online for all to 
see, clearly and totally exposes the “2014 warmest on record” 
claim as false. 

Separately, the RSS (Remote Sensing Systems) set of global 


satellite temperature data revealed that the period without any 
global warming has now jumped to 18 years and three months, 
stretching back to October of 1996 — or more than half of the 
satellite record. The RSS data suggests 2014 was even colder 
than the UAH satellite data set showed it to be, putting last 
year between the sixth and seventh warmest years in the satel- 
lite record. 

Most of the latest media hysteria surrounding “warmest on 
record” allegations — some particularly alarmist “media” outlets 
are claiming it was the warmest year ever, or “likely the hottest 
in the history of human civilization” — is based on the Japanese 
government’s massaged temperature data. However, in the com- 
ing days and weeks, NASA and other tax-funded outfits paid to 
crank out warmist hysteria seeking to justify devastating policies 
sought by the UN, the Obama administration, and other forces 
are expected to emit more. 

Even if 2014 had been the warmest on record, such an anomaly 
would hardly justify shackling humanity to a totalitarian global 
bureaucracy charged with treating a natural gas exhaled by hu- 
mans as “pollution” in need of planetary regulation and taxa- 
tion. With what will likely be the UN’s final opportunity to foist 
its “warming” regime on humanity coming up later this year in 
Paris, though, it is hardly surprising to see tax-funded “climate 
scientists” and establishment media outlets working overtime and 
blatantly manufacturing facts to whip up an extra dose of fear. 


DE TRACK... 


AP Images 


INSIDE TRACK — 


HHS Officials Wasting Taxpayer Dollars on First-class Flights 


A January 9 Washington Examiner review of the Department of 
Health and Human Services’ premium travel expense reports, 
which were obtained under the Freedom of Information Act, 
has revealed that “HHS executives spent $31 million taking 
7,000 first class and business class flights between 2009 and 
2013, including 253 trips for which a one-way ticket cost more 
than $15,000.” 

The rules governing federal employees’ travel state that flying 
business or first class is permissible only in the case of flights 
lasting longer than 14 hours. Just one-fifth of the flights reviewed 
by the Examiner met that description. 

There are exceptions to that rule, however, and HHS execu- 
tives appear to have taken advantage of them whenever possible, 
sometimes stretching them to the point of absurdity. For example, 
is it probable that the executives on 5,100 separate flights — 73 
percent of the total trips — all had medical disabilities neces- 
sitating fare upgrades, as they claimed in their expense reports? 
What about assertions that they needed to upgrade because of 
“exceptional security circumstances,” a lack of available coach 
tickets, or the requirements of the agency’s mission? 

Not all of the expensive fares were for globetrotting events 
where heightened security might have been necessary. According 
to the paper, over 1,000 trips were for such routine purposes as 
“conferences, training sessions, speeches and meetings.” Among 
those was a first-class flight by Centers for Medicare & Medicaid 


Services officials from Baltimore to Phoenix that cost $3,000 
each way, and “CMS officials also flew business class from 
Charlotte, North Carolina[,] to Charleston, South Carolina[,] for 
$1,000 each way rather than drive three hours.” 

HHS is not alone in spending taxpayer dollars on luxury travel. 
An Examiner review of 14 federal agencies’ travel spending for 
2012 and 2013 found that “these agencies alone spent an esti- 
mated $8.7 million on 1,903 upgraded flights in those two years.” 
But none of these agencies “appears to have come close to the 
7,000 first class flights by HHS officials during the four-year 
period,” noted the Examiner. 


Illegal Immigrants Swamp DMV for California Driver’s Licenses 


Thousands of immigrants who are in the United States illegally 
started lining up on January 2 at Department of Motor Vehicles 
(DMV) offices across California to apply for driver’s licenses. 
Legislation giving this privilege to illegal immigrants (Assembly 
Bill 60) was signed into law by Governor Jerry Brown in October 
2013, but it just became effective this year. 

The Los Angeles Times reported on January 2 that as of late 
afternoon on the first day the program became effective, at least 
11,000 people had applied for the special licenses. More than 
46,000 people statewide applied for special driver’s licenses for 
undocumented immigrants on the first three days, the California 
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Department of Motor Vehicles said on January 6. To apply for 
the licenses, applicants are required to verify their identities and 
prove they reside in California, but not that they are legally en- 
titled to remain in the United States. 

The new licenses will cost the financially strapped state a 
considerable amount of money. An extra $141 million has been 
budgeted to handle the flood of applications, which are expected 
to increase by more than 1.5 million over the next three years, 
according to DMV estimates. In anticipation of this increase, the 
DMV has opened four new offices and hired an additional 900 
employees. 

California is one of more than 10 states that now provide li- 
censes to immigrants who are in the country illegally. Among 
the other states are Utah, Washington, Maryland, Connecticut, 
Colorado, Nevada, Vermont, New Mexico, and Illinois, as well 
as the District of Columbia. The issuing of licenses to illegal im- 
migrants will further reduce the fear of deportation that has kept 
these illegal residents living in the shadows. 

Virtually any resident of states issuing driver’s licenses to 
illegal immigrants able to meet the minimal requirements set 
by California will be able to obtain a driver’s license. Having 
advanced to this state of semi-legality, it can only be a matter 
of time before these illegal residents are able to win further 
concessions. 


QUICKQUOTES 
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He’s Very Opposed to President Obama’s Opening to Cuba 

“This deal the president has come up with is a terrible trade-off. In the 
words of Raul Castro himself, Cuba has agreed to nothing. This is the 
kind of a deal you get when you send your speechwriter to negotiate 
with a tyrant.” 

The son and grandson of Cubans who fled Castro's tyranny, Senator 
Marco Rubio (R-Fla.) remains totally opposed to the new relations an- 
nounced by President Obama. 


Killing the Innocent Has Become a Common Tactic for Some 

“We have killed all the children in the auditorium. What do we do now?” 
The Taliban gunman known as Abuzar sent his message to his superior 
after taking part in the mass murder of 148 (including 132 children) at a public school in Pakistan. His 
leader responded, “Wait for the army to arrive. Kill them; then blow yourself up.”’ 


Not Everyone Believes the Federal Reserve’s Policies Are Beneficial 

“What gets lost in all the reporting about stock market numbers, unemployment rate figures, and other 
economic data is the understanding that real wealth results from production of real goods, not from the 
creation of money out of thin air. The Fed ... is only papering over severe economic problems.” 
Former Texas Congressman Ron Paul insists that there has been no real 
recovery from the 2008 economic crisis. 


Vermont’s Avowed Socialist Senator Might Run for President in 2016 
“T honestly believe anybody who really, really wants to become presi- 
dent is a little bit crazy, because the problems facing this country are so 
overwhelming.” 

Maybe he’ll regret saying that he’s a “little bit crazy,” but if Senator 
Bernie Sanders (/- Vt.) does compete for the office — either in the 
Democratic primary or as an Independent — the admitted socialist will 
Bernie certainly siphon significant numbers of votes from Hillary Clinton and 
Sanders other liberal Democrats who are not as open regarding their socialism. 


Taliban Now Controls Areas in Afghanistan Once Held by U.S. Forces 

“Only the asphalt road is under the control of the government in Sangin. Everything else is Taliban. Our 
own commanders sell our bullets to the Taliban instead of giving them to us. And then they buy a nice 
house and leave the little guys like us out there to do the fighting.” 

A policeman in Sangin, Samiullah (he has only one name) knows that the American military interven- 
tion did not rid his country of the Taliban. 


Black Sheriff Points to Abortion of Black Babies 

“Tf only these faux protesters were asked by the media about all the black on black babies aborted in 
the U.S. every year!” 

Commenting on the widely publicized protests after the deaths of a few blacks by police officers, Mil- 
waukee Sheriff David Clarke sent his message to a journalist in the Chicago bureau of the New York 
Times. An inordinately high percentage of abortions claim the lives of black babies in the womb. 


New York City Mayor Rouses Contempt From the City’s Police 
“Very early on with my son, we said if a police officer stops you, do 
everything he tells you to do, don’t move suddenly, don’t reach for your 
cell phone, because we know, sadly, there’s a greater chance it might be 
misinterpreted if it was a young man of color.” 
In the wake of rioting over the police action leading to the death of a 
black man, New York City Mayor Bill de Blasio, whose wife is black, 
told reporters how he has cautioned his son. Not surprisingly, these 
remarks did not improve the opinion many members of the NYPD have 
of him. @ Bill de 
— CompILED BY JoHN F. McManus RS 
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The Senate Intelligence Committee released a shocking 6,000-page report detailing the 
systematic abuse of “terror detainees,” yet many are defending the practices, up to torture. 


by Charles Scaliger Cesare Beccaria condemned torture with until it have been proved that he has 
unassailable logic: violated the conditions on which it 

n his timeless essay On Crimes and was granted. What right, then ... can 
[Pinsimens — a work greatly ad- No man can be judged a criminal until authorize the punishment of a citizen, 
mired by the American Founding he be found guilty; nor can society so long as there remains any doubt of 
Fathers — Italian jurist and philosopher take from him the public protection, his guilt? ... If guilty, he should only 
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suffer the punishment ordained by the 
laws, and torture becomes useless, as 
his confession is unnecessary. If he be 
not guilty, you torture the innocent; 
for, in the eye of the law, every man 
is innocent, whose crime has not been 
proved. Besides, it is confounding all 
relations, to expect that a man should 
be both the accuser and accused; and 
that pain should be the test of truth, 
as if truth resided in the muscles and 
fibers of a wretch in torture. By this 
method, the robust will escape, and 
the feeble be condemned. These are 
the inconveniences of this pretended 
test of truth, worthy only of a canni- 
bal; and which the Romans, in many 
respects barbarous, and whose sav- 
age virtue has been too much admired, 
reserved for the slaves alone. 


It is because of Beccaria’s influence that 
the U.S. Constitution contains protections 
against self-incrimination and against 
cruel and unusual punishment — and, by 
implication, torture. As Montesquieu fa- 
mously proclaimed, “Every punishment 
which does not arise from absolute neces- 
sity is tyrannical.” Torture, whether to ex- 
tract information, serve as a deterrent, or 
even (as was once fashionable to believe) 
to purify the condemned from the stain of 
their transgressions, is not only the very 
embodiment of tyranny, but also ineffec- 
tive and immoral. That the United States 
of America has begun to justify various 
forms of torture and summary execution 
without due process is a dire indication of 
just how far down the road to serfdom we 
have gone — and what awaits us if we do 
not soon reverse course. 


They Suffered 
On December 9, 2014, the Senate Intel- 
ligence Committee released a shocking 
6,000-page report detailing the system- 
atic abuse of “terror detainees” (includ- 
ing “high-value” detainees, such as Abu 
Zubaydah and Khalid Sheikh Moham- 
med, linked directly with the planning 
of the 9/11 terror attacks). Among the re- 
port’s more disturbing claims: 

¢ Prisoners were violently “force-fed” 
rectally, leading to significant tissue dam- 
age and other complications. 

* One prisoner was killed in November 
2002 by hypothermia as a result of being 
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One prisoner was killed in November 2002 by 
hypothermia as a result of being deliberately exposed 
to the cold for long durations. 


deliberately exposed to the cold for long 
durations. 

¢ Some prisoners with severe leg in- 
juries, including broken bones and even 
amputations, were forced to stand on their 
injured limbs. 

¢ Detainees were systematically sub- 
jected to the sadistic practice of “water- 
boarding,” or simulated drowning, which 
resulted in several prisoners nearly dying 
or becoming unresponsive. 

¢ In one instance, a prisoner was sub- 
jected to ice water baths and then deprived 
of sleep for 66 hours by being required to 
remain standing (it was later determined 
that this prisoner had been detained by 
mistake, and was innocent of involvement 
in terrorism). 

¢ Prisoners were subjected to constant 
“white noise” and shackled to walls in 
darkness and filth under conditions that a 
Federal Bureau of Prisons report charac- 
terized as inhumane. 

¢ Prisoners and their families were 
threatened with death and rape. 

¢ At least 26 of the detainees were in- 
nocent of terrorist activities, but many of 
them were tortured anyway. 


Of the 119 detainees documented in 
the report, at least 39 were subjected to 
inhumane treatment of various types — 
and it is worth adding that these are only 
the instances that we know about. Most 
of the mistreatment was carried out by the 
CIA at sites far beyond the borders of the 
United States, where, sadly, the long arm 
of American justice (and constitutional 
guarantees of due process) has little effect. 
The report also documented numerous in- 
stances of CIA officials lying to Congress 
about whether certain abuses were taking 
place and the effectiveness of techniques 
such as waterboarding. 

Although Senator Dianne Feinstein (D- 
Calif.) took pains to show a measure of 
bipartisan support for the “torture report” 
by inviting Senator John McCain (R- 
Ariz.) to speak on behalf of the measure 
(McCain did, invoking his own experience 
with torture as a POW in North Vietnam), 
its release ignited a firestorm of angry 
denials and recriminations from all sides. 
The CIA, naturally enough, accused those 
involved in the production and release of 
the report of misrepresenting the facts, of 
exaggerating aspects of prisoner mistreat- 
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Firsthand experience: The photo on the left, released by the Vietnam News Agency, shows now- 
Senator John McCain as a prisoner of war in the infamous “Hanoi Hilton.” Having undergone 
“enhanced interrogation” at the hands of the North Vietnamese, is it any wonder that Senator 
McCain disapproves strongly of America’s mistreatment of captured enemies? 
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The word “torture” evoking as it does such unpleasant 
images, we are now told that the mere inflicting of 
pain, terror, or humiliation on prisoners does not rise 


to the level of torture. 


ment, and of jeopardizing national secu- 
rity by publicizing sensitive information 
— talking points that were largely echoed 
by Republican partisans who perceived 
the report as an attack on George W. Bush. 
Many Democrats, for their part, were em- 
barrassed by the report’s frankness, and 
fretted about whether the American pub- 
lic would be sympathetic. The American 
people, meanwhile, were and remain 
deeply divided over what took place in 
secret during the early years of the War on 
Terrorism, when America “disappeared” 
its enemies into frightening “dark sites,” 
holding them indefinitely while inflicting 
horrific torments on them. 


What Else Do You Call It? 

The often acrimonious debate over the 
Senate torture report has turned on four 
points of disagreement: 1) Was it torture, 
2) was it effective, 3) was it legal, and 4) 
was it morally defensible? As to the first, 
unconditional defenders of the regime 
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have coined a euphemism: “enhanced in- 
terrogation.” The word “torture” evoking 
as it does such unpleasant images, we are 
now told that the mere inflicting of pain, 
terror, or humiliation on prisoners does not 
rise to the level of torture. That was some- 
thing practiced by our uncouth ancestors, 
and involved sharp edges, burning brands, 
and fiendish medieval contrivances such 
as the rack and the iron maiden. Maybe 
torture is still carried out by grubby dicta- 
tors and lawless secret police in remotest 
Tartary, but not by civilized men in suits 
who testify before microphones in stodgy 
Senate hearings. This, at least, is what we 
are now being conditioned to accept. 

But the sly introduction of innocuous- 
sounding new terminology to cloak horrif- 
ic realities is a feature of lying politicians 
in every age. This George Orwell made 
clear long ago in his timeless essay “Poli- 
tics and the English Language,” penned 
at roughly the same time as his two best- 
known works, the novels Animal Farm 
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Enhanced intubation: This chair at Guantanamo Bay Naval Base has been used for force-feeding 


prisoners via nasal tubes. The tray beside the chair shows an array of nutritional shakes inserted 
into the noses of prisoners on hunger strikes. Lawyers for one Syrian prisoner have characterized 


the practice as “abusive force feeding.” 
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and 1984. While some of the issues Orwell 
invoked have changed, the cadences of 
politicized English as he characterized it 
more than 60 years ago are very familiar: 


In our time, political speech and writ- 
ing are largely the defense of the inde- 
fensible. Things like the continuance 
of British rule in India, the Russian 
purges and deportations, the drop- 
ping of the atom bombs on Japan, 
can indeed be defended, but only by 
arguments which are too brutal for 
most people to face, and which do 
not square with the professed aims 
of the political parties. Thus political 
language has to consist largely of eu- 
phemism, question-begging and sheer 
cloudy vagueness. Defenseless villag- 
es are bombarded from the air, the in- 
habitants driven out into the country- 
side, the cattle machine-gunned, the 
huts set on fire with incendiary bullets: 
this is called pacification. Millions of 
peasants are robbed of their farms and 
sent trudging along the roads with 
no more than they can carry: this is 
called transfer of population or recti- 
fication of frontiers. People are impris- 
oned for years without trial, or shot in 
the back of the neck or sent to die of 
scurvy in Arctic lumber camps: this is 
called elimination of unreliable ele- 
ments. Such phraseology is needed if 
one wants to name things without call- 
ing up mental pictures of them. 


To this Orwell, were he alive, might add 
another euphemism. Alleged enemy com- 
batants, some of them innocent of any 
wrongdoing, are immured in foreign pris- 
ons; deprived of sleep, food, and water; 
threatened with murder and rapine by their 
captors; left naked to freeze outdoors; tor- 
mented by being forced to stand for hours 
on injured limbs; subjected to simulated 
drowning that in some instances left them 
unresponsive; and denied any semblance 
of due process or protection under the Ge- 
neva Convention: This is called enhanced 
interrogation. 

By such verbal sleight-of-hand has our 
government managed to move the mark- 
ers on what is and is not henceforth to be 
regarded as humane, licit treatment of pris- 
oners. And a large number of Americans, 
sadly, seem to have no problem with that. 
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Of course such prac- 
tices, were they visited 
upon American citizens 
in prisons and jails on 
American soil, would 
likely meet with wide- 
spread condemnation. 
But a very grievous prec- 
edent has been set, and if 
not overturned, will be 
the basis for more of the 
same — sooner or later, 
on American soil. And 
when American prisons 
and detention centers 
begin employing “en- 
hanced interrogation” 
techniques — to find 
members of domestic 
terror cells or to winkle 
out their nefarious plans, 
for instance — it will 
matter little what we 
choose to call it. 

AP Images 
Reason for Being 

It has long been under- 
stood by rational minds 
such as Beccaria and the 
Founders that — no matter how compel- 
ling the rationale — torture, legal or ille- 
gal, has never been particularly effective. 
Wrote Beccaria: 


Every act of the will is invariably in 
proportion to the force of the impres- 
sion on our senses. The impression 
of pain, then, may increase to such 
a degree, that, occupying the mind 
entirely, it will compel the sufferer 
to use the shortest method of freeing 
himself from torment. His answer, 
therefore, will be an effect as neces- 
sary as that of fire or boiling water; 
and he will accuse himself of crimes 
of which he is innocent. So that the 
very means employed to distinguish 
the innocent from the guilty, will 
most effectually destroy all differ- 
ence between them. 

It would be superfluous to con- 
firm these reflections by examples 
of innocent persons, who, from the 
agony of torture, have confessed 
themselves guilty: innumerable in- 
stances may be found in all nations, 
and in every age. How amazing that 
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mankind have always neglected to 
draw the natural conclusion! 


Men under torture will sometimes even 
seek to incriminate their personal enemies 
or people they simply dislike, leading to 
the mistreatment of innocents. Of course, 
most of the 119 “detainees” (note that the 
media refrain from calling them “prisoners 
of war,” perhaps because a legal state of 
war with respect to various bands of ter- 
rorists does not and indeed cannot exist) 
are not “innocent”; they are “the worst of 
the worst” and undeserving of our sympa- 
thy. Such, at least, is the argument of the 
CIA and all who support such atrocities. 
But this line of argument neglects the most 
important principle in Anglo-American ju- 
dicial theory, that, in the eyes of the law 
(and therefore, the government), every 
man is presumed innocent until proven 
guilty beyond a reasonable doubt in a 
court of law. In recent history, that mantle 
of protection has covered “the worst of 
the worst,” including serial killers, mass 
murderers, rapists, purveyors of child 
pornography, and those who molest and 
kill innocent children. It has also included 
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Water torture: Demonstrators outside the Justice Department practice 
waterboarding on a volunteer. Months later, then-President Bush vetoed legislation 
that would have banned the CIA from carrying out such abusive practices. 


notorious domestic terrorists 
such as Timothy McVeigh 
and Ramzi Yousef, men de- 
monstrably connected with 
terror cells that quite pos- 
sibly were capable of addi- 
tional attacks had not many 
of their members been ap- 
prehended. All of these, and 
thousands of other miscre- 
ants of their ilk, have been 
accorded due process and 
spared the agonies of tor- 
ture, despite in many cases 
committing heinous crimes 
that took many lives or in- 
flicted terrible suffering on 
many people. 

Yet in the years since 
9/11, America’s attitude to- 
ward such people has hard- 
ened, and the notion that tor- 
tured detainees suspected of 
terrorist activity “deserved 
what they got” is receiving 
more and more currency. As 
it does, America slides more 
and more into lawlessness, 
for a nation that will not up- 
hold the rule of law for “the worst of the 
worst” has by definition created a puni- 
tive caste — be they police, military, or 
gestapo — deemed to be above the law, 
and empowered to mete out summary jus- 
tice in the name of public safety. 

Principles of jurisprudence aside, 
Americans enjoy robust constitutional 
protections against torture, both explicitly 
(the Eighth Amendment’s ban on “cruel 
and unusual punishment” — note that 
even if “waterboarding” is not deemed to 
be cruel, it is certainly unusual!) and im- 
plicitly (the Fifth Amendment’s protection 
against self-incrimination and requirement 
of due process; this amendment also enu- 
merates the three broad classes of admis- 
sible punishment, namely, deprivation of 
“life, liberty, or property”; torture is not 
any of these). 

But, some have insisted, terror de- 
tainees have no rights under the Ameri- 
can judicial system because they aren’t 
American citizens and because the Bill 
of Rights doesn’t apply to prisoners of 
war. If that were true — if the perpetra- 
tors of “enhanced interrogation” believed 
it to be true, in any event — then why 
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The use of drones to assassinate alleged terrorists 
overseas is another instance of the arbitrary use of 
force, in this case lethal force, without due process. 


aren’t these prisoners brought back to the 
United States and interned in prisoner of 
war camps, as was done with captured 
Germans and Japanese during the Second 
World War? Why, instead, are they kept 
squirreled away on Navy ships or in over- 
seas facilities such as Gitmo on Cuban 
soil, denied access to counsel, and kept 
in legal limbo? Because, of course, pris- 
oners of war and so-called war criminals 
— however heinous their alleged crimes 
— do have rights, as recognized under 
the Geneva Convention. In particular, 
Common Article 3 of that body of treaty 
law — to which the United States is a 
signatory, prohibits, among other things: 
“Violence to life and person, in particu- 
lar murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel 
treatment and torture”; “outrages upon 
personal dignity, in particular humiliat- 
ing and degrading treatment”; and “the 
passing of sentences and the carrying out 
of executions without previous judgment 
pronounced by a regularly constituted 
court affording all the judicial guaran- 
tees which are recognized as indispens- 
able by civilized peoples.” This last point 
is a defense of what we call due process, 
and is as much to say that terror detain- 
ees or any other prisoners of war cannot 
be summarily or secretly put to death be- 
cause of the inconveniences involved in 
granting them due process. 

Legal minds in the CIA, the military, 
and the Justice Department are well 
aware of these prohibitions — as well as 
of the fact that the U.S. government has 
chosen to flout them. They know that, 
should the likes of Khalid Sheikh Mo- 
hammed ever be brought to the United 
States to stand trial, he would stand a fair 
chance of getting off, given the fact that 
his basic human rights have been so fla- 
grantly violated. As a result, Mohammed 
and many others are in permanent legal 
limbo, with the U.S. government intend- 
ing on keeping them detained until they 
die of natural (or unnatural) causes, thus 
sparing the feds the inconvenience of 
obeying the law. 

As to the morality of such practices, 
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the most popular justification is that the 
inhuman monsters who gave us 9/11 de- 
serve no sympathy or mercy, inasmuch 
as they gave none to their thousands of 
victims. In the first place, only a very 
few of the terror detainees were involved 
with 9/11; most of them got swept up in 
the heat of war after the United States in- 
vaded Afghanistan, and thus are guilty of 
little more than being enemy combatants. 
But even were they all hardened terrorists 
with American blood on their hands, like 
Abu Zubaydah and Khalid Sheikh Mo- 
hammed, they remain human beings and 
children of God, and are thus entitled to 
be treated as such by a nation that pro- 
fesses Christian heritage. Jesus of Naza- 
reth warned His followers that retributive 
justice — the principle of “an eye for an 
eye” or lex talionis — was a characteris- 
tic of fallen Babylon, not a Christian peo- 
ple. It was because of such teachings that 
Western law evolved to afford maximum 
possible dignity and protection to all 
individuals (in stark contrast, we might 
add, to the sort of justice characteristi- 
cally meted out in Islamic nations such 
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as Saudi Arabia) before the state brought 
to bear the awful machinery of justice in 
punishing criminality. As English jurist 
Sir William Blackstone pointed out long 
ago, the proper purpose of man-made jus- 
tice is not to substitute for the judgments 
of Almighty God, but to protect society 
from criminal depredations. 

Unfortunately, as America drifts fur- 
ther and further from her Judeo-Christian 
moorings, arbitrary, vengeful government 
action against wrongdoers becomes more 
and more attractive, as people are seen less 
and less as children of God equal in His 
eyes and more and more as mere animals 
to be herded, exploited, and culled at the 
whim of the state. The acceptance of tor- 
ture is only part of a larger mindset that 
tends to dehumanize the children of God 
when the divine origins of man are no lon- 
ger accepted. 


Disappearing Rights 

Beccaria believed that the origins of 
many forms of torture were religious, 
harkening from a day when church and 
state were united in a mission to purge 
humanity of its transgressions. For the 
modern secular state, however, arbitrary, 
lawless official violence, including tor- 
ture, has become a sort of sacrament, 
proof that the state’s punitive powers are 
unlimited and unassailable. The same 


Shock treatment: A police officer demonstrates the use of a Taser, essentially an electric 
cattle prod for human beings. While Tasers may provide a means of subduing a potentially 
violent suspect without lethal force, their indiscriminate use on civilians for even trivial 


offenses is troubling. 
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mindset that approves of the torture of 
prisoners of war has led to the milita- 
rization of America’s police forces; it 
is no coincidence that the appalling 
rise of thuggish behavior by domes- 
tic law enforcement has come about at 
the same time and in the same political 
climate that has accepted certain forms 
of torture. The use of Tasers, now rou- 
tinely justified by law enforcement even 
against the elderly, the infirm, and the 
mentally ill, has become widely accept- 
ed (as recently as 1993, the crime com- 
edy Undercover Blues portrays the Taser 
as an exotic instrument of torture, used 
in the movie not by law enforcement but 
by international criminals to subdue and 
kidnap one of the protagonists). Yet Tas- 
ers are extremely painful and have some- 
times proven fatal. They are used not 
only on the street to apprehend suspects, 
but also to force compliance in jails and 
prisons. The use of such devices is simi- 
lar to, if not indeed, a form of torture; 
certainly it constitutes punishment of a 
sort for crimes not yet proven in a court 
of law. And the symbolism of the Taser 
is unmistakable; just as cattle and other 
livestock are herded and controlled with 
electric prods, so too are human “herds” 
now kept in compliance by the creative 
application of painful electric shocks. 

As for America’s ongoing prosecution 
of the War on Terrorism, the Obama ad- 
ministration may claim to have discon- 
tinued practices such as waterboarding 
and other of the more inhumane prac- 
tices detailed in the torture report, but its 
hands are by no means unsullied. The use 
of drones to assassinate alleged terrorists 
overseas is another instance of the arbi- 
trary use of force, in this case lethal force, 
without due process. All of the arguments 
on behalf of the use of drones are the same 
as those favoring torture, and all of them 
fail for the same reasons (recall that the 
Geneva Convention, Common Article 3, 
prohibits “the carrying out of executions 
without previous judgment pronounced 
by a regularly constituted court afford- 
ing all the judicial guarantees which are 
recognized as indispensable by civilized 
peoples”). 

Within living memory, it was fashion- 
able for political and military leaders to 
assert that America (including the CIA) 
did not carry out assassinations. While 
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Bird of prey: An unmanned Reaper drone, used by the Obama administration to carry out 
assassinations of alleged terrorists, including at least two U.S. citizens and countless innocent 
bystanders, awaits its next assignment at Corpus Christi, Texas. 


such asseverations were doubtless un- 
true even decades ago, at least the offi- 
cial sunlight policy was to deny that they 
took place and that America’s values pre- 
cluded such policies. Today’s America 
openly assassinates foreigners identified 
as enemies of the state. In one case, an 
innocent teenage boy and American citi- 
zen (Abdulrahman al-Awlaki) was killed 
in a drone strike in Yemen only weeks 
after his father Anwar al-Awlaki, also 
an American citizen, was similarly dis- 
patched. Both of these people were ex- 
ecuted without due process, and the same 
can be said for the hundreds of others 
— including countless wives, children, 
and other innocent bystanders — who 
have perished in America’s semi-secret 
“drone war” in Afghanistan, Pakistan, 
and Yemen. The use of armed drones on 
the battlefield is one thing; the system- 
atic deployment of such weapons against 
civilians, including houses and wedding 
parties, is quite another. 

And, as with torture, the use of drones 
against Americans on American soil may 
only be a matter of time, given the popu- 
larity with law enforcement of unarmed 
drones as surveil- 
lance devices. “Of- TWigassil 
ficer safety” being 
paramount in law- 


these days, it isn’t at 
all difficult to imag- 
ine a day when armed 
drones are used for 


crowd control, for instance. It might start 
with drone-administered tear gas and rub- 
ber bullets, but lethal antipersonnel drones 
might eventually become as standard as the 
APCs, grenade launchers, and other surplus 
military hardware now being scooped up 
by domestic law enforcement at the behest 
of Homeland Security. 

All this and more might be in the near 
future, unless we reverse America’s rush 
to militarize law enforcement and to stamp 
out terrorism regardless of the cost in civil 
liberties. Our country was founded on the 
principle of the dignity and liberty of every 
individual, and there was a time when only 
a small minority of Americans was eager 
to trade liberty for the illusion of security. 
Now, unfortunately, many seem indif- 
ferent to the dangerous precedent being 
set by torturing, imprisoning, and killing 
foreigners (and a few American citizens, 
such as the al-Awlakis) without any sem- 
blance of due process. What will happen 
when the federal government, which ev- 
erywhere sees challenges to its authority 
and threats to its power, decides that its 
greatest enemy is not terrorists abroad but 
its own fed-up citizens? 
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WORLD 


UN Seeks to Criminalize Free Speech, 
Citing “Human Rights” 


Using “hate speech” laws, the UN is seeking to reverse 
protections for free speech. If the UN gets its way, 

speech that is unpopular with the government will be 
deemed “hateful.” 
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Just give them a reason: UN “human rights” bigwigs and anti-free speech politicians in Japan 


—— 


point to the group Zaitokukai, which protests welfare benefits being given to foreign residents, as 


justification for banning “hate speech.” 


by Alex Newman 


nder the guise of advancing what 
| | the United Nations refers to as 
“human rights,” the dictator-dom- 
inated global body is waging a full-blown 
assault on free-speech rights by pressuring 
governments to criminalize “hate speech.” 
Indeed, working alongside government- 
funded activist groups and anti-liberty 
politicians around the world, the UN and 
other totalitarian-minded forces have now 
reached the point where they openly claim 
that what they call “international law” ac- 
tually requires governments to ban speech 
and organizations they disapprove of. Crit- 
ics, though, are fighting back in an effort 
to protect freedom of speech — among the 
most fundamental of all real rights. 


16 


While Americans’ God-given right to 
speak freely is firmly enshrined in the 
U.S. Constitution’s First Amendment, 
the UN and its hordes of “human rights” 
bureaucrats are currently terrorizing and 
bullying the people of Japan — among 
others — in an effort to drastically curtail 
speech rights, pointing to a tiny group of 
anti-Korean activists holding demonstra- 
tions in Japan. The Japanese constitution, 
however, like the American one, includes 
strong protections for freedom of speech. 
Still, that has not stopped the UN from 
seeking to impose its speech restrictions 
on Japan anyway. 

At least two separate UN outfits, the 
dictator-dominated “Human Rights Com- 
mission” and the UN “Committee on the 
Elimination of Racial Discrimination,” 


have condemned Japan so far last year 
for failing to criminalize free speech and 
demanded immediate bans. The UN racial 
committee even released a report calling 
on Japanese politicians to overthrow the 
nation’s constitution and take “appropriate 
steps to revise its legislation” by criminal- 
izing and punishing speech, rallies, and 
groups considered “hateful.” The outfit 
also demanded a “comprehensive law pro- 
hibiting racial discrimination.” 

The “human rights” committee, mean- 
while, demanded that Japanese authori- 
ties “prohibit all propaganda advocating 
racial superiority or hatred that incites 
to discrimination, hostility or violence.” 
Even speech on the Internet is in the UN’s 
“human rights” crosshairs for regula- 
tion and prohibition. While anti-Korean 
speeches and rallies by the Japanese group 
Zaitokukai are being used as the pretext to 
impel Japan to change its policies and in- 
fringe on citizens’ constitutionally guaran- 
teed freedoms, the UN’s anti-free speech 
scheming has far larger aims. 

Incredibly, despite constitutional protec- 
tions for free speech and the lack of any 
statute even purporting to criminalize free 
expression, Japanese courts have actually 
been relying on UN agreements to punish 
alleged “hate” speakers. Last summer, the 
high court in Osaka upheld a previous rul- 
ing against the Zaitokukai organization for 
its speeches and rallies outside of a North 
Korean propaganda “school” in Kyoto that 
brainwashes children into worshipping 
mass-murdering North Korean dictator 
Kim Jong-un. The group was ordered to 
pay more than $100,000 for its supposed 
hate speech — again, despite the constitu- 
tion’s protections for free speech and the 
lack of a “hate speech” statute in Japan. 

Also alarming to critics is that top mem- 
bers of the Japanese political class are al- 
ready plotting to use “hate speech” laws 
to criminalize criticism of government and 
politicians. According to a recent report in 
the Economist magazine, revisionist poli- 
tician Sanae Takaichi said “hate speech” 
laws should be used to stop people from 
protesting government actions outside 
of Parliament. Lawmakers must be free 
to work “without any fear of criticism,” 
she explained, sending shivers down the 
spines of free-speech advocates. Appar- 
ently the totalitarian sentiment is wide- 
spread among the political class, though 
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Japan’s justice minister has so far resisted 
UN calls to pursue “hate speech” schemes. 

Much of the UN’s lobbying against 
freedom of speech in Japan, as in other 
nations, revolves around the “Internation- 
al Convention on the Elimination of All 
Forms of Racial Discrimination” and simi- 
lar planetary thought-police regimes. The 
radical UN agreement, which took effect 
in 1969 but was not ratified by Japanese 
authorities until the 1990s, purports to 
criminalize “discriminatory expression.” 
Under the global body’s anti-free-speech 
regime, national governments are sup- 
posedly “required” to ban all speech that 
might justify or promote racial hatred, 
hostility, or discrimination — and punish 
the perpetrators. 

Then-UN “Human Rights” Czar Navi 
Pillay, a South African who had been 
widely ridiculed after her attacks on the 
United States in recent years, also offered 
some chilling insight into the dictator- 
dominated global body’s views on liberty. 
“Defining the line that separates protected 
from unprotected speech is ultimately a 
decision that is best made after a thorough 
assessment of the circumstances of each 
case,” she argued. In other words, anytime 
somebody speaks, he or she must wonder 
whether such speech might run afoul of 
dubious UN notions of “hate speech” — to 
be decided after the fact. 

Of course, the issue at hand is not really 
“hate speech.” Threats and incitement to 


violence are already crimes in Japan and 
virtually the entire civilized world, so no 
new statutes are needed to rein in the ex- 
cesses of racist hatemongers. Instead, the 
real issues include freedom of speech, 
freedom of the press, real rights, national 
sovereignty, constitutional governance, 
and self-government. While racist speech 
is certainly ignorant, tasteless, and col- 
lectivist, using laws to criminalize it is 
not only futile — as has been shown on 
countless occasions — but extraordinarily 
dangerous. Instead, the free marketplace 
of ideas is the best way to counter hate- 
mongering. 

“Hate speech,” though, has long been 
used to persecute innocent people for their 
political and religious beliefs. Across much 
of Europe, for instance, pastors and street 
preachers are regularly arrested and jailed 
for referring to homosexual activity as a 
sin. In Sweden, under the guise of waging 
war on “hate speech,” the Justice Ministry 
even investigated the Holy Bible. The UN 
also blasted Germany, which has some of 
the strictest hate-speech laws in the world, 
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Vague codes to criminalize conduct: During her tenure as UN high commissioner for human 
rights, South African Navi Pillay demanded global speech codes to criminalize “hate speech,” to 


be decided on a case-by-case basis. 
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for failing to prosecute a politician who 
criticized massive immigration into the na- 
tion. At the global level, a broad coalition 
of Islamic dictators is seeking to criminal- 
ize criticism of Islam, its prophet, and the 
Koran worldwide using UN agreements. 

The tyrannical origin of hate-speech 
laws, meanwhile, was highlighted in detail 
in a 2011 report by the respected Hoover 
Institution, exposing the origins of the 
machinations within the mass-murdering 
regime ruling the Soviet Union. “The 
introduction of hate-speech prohibitions 
into international law was championed 
in its heyday by the Soviet Union and al- 
lies,” the paper on the “sordid origin of 
hate-speech laws” explained. “Their mo- 
tive was readily apparent. The communist 
countries sought to exploit such laws to 
limit free speech.” Acceptance of hate- 
speech schemes by what remains of the 
free world, the report added, could have 
“devastating consequences for the preser- 
vation of free speech.” 

The UN, composed largely of brutal 
autocracies of various varieties, has also 
made its views on free speech rights per- 
fectly clear. Just consider two examples 
documented by THE NEW AMERICAN in 
2014. Last summer, the head of a power- 
ful UN agency, Director General Francis 
Gurry with the World Intellectual Prop- 
erty Organization (WIPO), threatened 
a journalist with criminal prosecution. 
The reporter’s alleged “crime”: reporting 
on official complaints against the WIPO 
boss by senior staffers alleging that the 
UN agency chief unlawfully sent U.S. 
technology to brutal dictators, retaliated 
against whistleblowers, stole DNA to 
uncover the identity of his accusers, and 
was involved in widespread corruption. 
More recently, the UN World Health Or- 
ganization (WHO) physically removed 
the public and the media from a taxpayer- 
funded meeting in Moscow during which 
it decided to demand much higher global 
tobacco taxes. 
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Even the whole UN notion of “human 
rights” should be viewed for what it is: a 
tool of tyrants to attack the real rights that 
have underpinned Western traditions since 
the Magna Carta. Indeed, unbeknownst 
to average Americans and humanity as a 
whole, the UN means something very dif- 
ferent when it discusses “human rights” 
than, say, the unalienable, God-given rights 
enshrined in the U.S. Constitution. In the 
American system, rights such as self-de- 
fense, free speech, religious liberty, trial by 
jury, privacy, and property ownership are 
endowed by the Creator upon every indi- 
vidual — a truth that America’s Founding 
Fathers viewed as “self-evident.” 

Because individuals’ human rights 
come from God, then, they cannot be le- 
gitimately infringed upon by any govern- 
ment. In fact, according to the Founders, 
government was instituted for the express 
purpose of protecting those God-given 
rights from infringement. “We hold these 
truths to be self-evident, that all men are 
created equal, that they are endowed by 
their Creator with certain unalienable 
Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty 
and the pursuit of Happiness,” explains the 
American Declaration of Independence, 
which formally gave birth to the indepen- 
dent United States of America. “That to 
secure these rights, Governments are in- 
stituted among Men.” 

Under the UN’s version of “human 
rights,” however, “rights” are purportedly 
defined and granted to people by govern- 
ments, dictators, treaties, and internation- 
al organizations. Even more troubling, 
perhaps, is that they can be restricted or 
abolished by government at will under 
virtually any pretext, as the UN’s own 
“Universal Declaration of Human Rights” 
openly admits. Consider Article 29 of the 
declaration, which claims that the pseudo- 
rights can be limited “by law” under the 
guise of everything from “public order” to 
“the general welfare.” 

Separately, the same article claims that 
everyone has “duties to the community” 
and that “rights and freedoms” may “in no 
case be exercised contrary to the purposes 
and principles of the United Nations.” 
For perspective, that would be like the 
First Amendment saying Congress shall 
make no law abridging the freedom of 
speech, unless that speech is being used 
to criticize Congress or otherwise makes 
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Congress unhappy. Obviously, the two 
views on human rights are incompatible 
at a basic level. More evidence of how the 
UN views “human rights” can be found 
with a brief examination of the composi- 
tion of its “Human Rights Council,” the 
highest “authority” within the UN system 
on the issue. In November of 2013, the 
outfit selected the most barbaric regimes 
on the planet to sit on the body. Among 
the mass-murdering regimes selected to sit 
on the UN’s self-styled “human rights” en- 
tity, for example, were the communist dic- 
tatorships enslaving the people of China, 
Cuba, and Vietnam. The socialist regime 
in Namibia was selected for the council, 
too, joining the brutal socialist autocracy 
ruling Venezuela that recently disarmed 
law-abiding citizens with UN help. 

Also appointed were the hardline Is- 
lamist tyrants ruling over Algeria and 
Saudi Arabia, which considers convert- 
ing to Christianity a capital offense and 
which continues to publicly behead 
“apostates” and others, ISIS-style. If the 
genocidal mass-murdering maniac rul- 
ing Sudan had not withdrawn his bid in 
the face of a global outcry, his seat on 
the council was all but assured. Ironi- 
cally, the current UN “High Commis- 
sioner for Human Rights” comes from 
Jordan, where converting to Christian- 
ity is a crime. Less than a decade ago, 
the UN Commission on Human Rights, 
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Choking truth: The UN World Health Organization recently showed the world what it thinks of 
free speech and free press when it physically removed journalists from a tax-funded conclave in 
Moscow seeking higher global tobacco taxes. 
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which preceded the council, was actually 
chaired by none other than brutal Libyan 
dictator Moammar Gadhafi. 

While UN attacks on free speech under 
the guise of pseudo-human-rights are 
growing bolder with every passing day, 
the controversial global outfit — widely 
ridiculed as the “dictators club” — has no 
plans to stop there. In fact, in the United 
States, Japan, Canada, Switzerland, the 
United Kingdom, and more, the UN has 
been using its phony notion of “rights” 
to attack real rights — ranging from self- 
defense and parental rights to self-govern- 
ment and even freedom of the press. In the 
January 19 issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, 
this magazine extensively documented the 
full-scale UN attack on the U.S. constitu- 
tional system and the unalienable rights 
of Americans, using “human rights” as 
the weapon. 

Rather than entertaining the outland- 
ish and totalitarian demands of the dicta- 
tors club against the free world, civilized 
nations and free peoples should force 
their governments to defund and with- 
draw from the UN. Only then will the 
non-stop UN attacks on freedom and real 
rights come to an end. Until then, though, 
humanity must firmly oppose the UN’s 
autocratic scheming at every turn — lest 
the people’s true unalienable rights be 
usurped and trampled under the guise of 
bogus “human rights.” 
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Trans-Pacific Partnership 
to Facilitate U.S.-China Merger 


According to some political 
pundits, a main reason for 
U.S. interest in passing the 
Trans-Pacific Partnership is 
to inhibit China’s economic 
dominance, but that’s far 
from the truth. 


by Christian Gomez 


he American political scene will 
| soon be exploding in a new war 
over so-called free trade agree- 
ments that could make the battle over 
NAFTA (the North American Free Trade 
Agreement) in the early 1990s seem but 
a scruffy scuffle by comparison. The two 
major fronts in this war are the Atlantic the- 
ater, where our policy elites are attempting 
to merge the United States and the Euro- 
pean Union — economically and politically 
— via the Transatlantic Trade and Invest- 
ment Partnership (TTIP), and the Pacific 
theater, where the same elites are trying to 
merge us with the Pacific Rim countries — 
economically and politically — through the 
Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). 


Economic Battle Against China? 

We will be focusing here on the Trans-Pa- 
cific Partnership, which, most likely, will 
be the first of the two to see action in the 
U.S. Congress. But, unlike many of this 
magazine’s previous articles on the TPP, 
we will not be focusing so much on the 
content of the TPP agreement as on a very 
deceptive tactical feint its proponents are 
employing to disarm potential opposition. 
Here is the deception: TPP proponents 
know that a large American constituency 
is already very alarmed over the outsourc- 
ing of jobs and industry to China and the 
huge inroads that China is making into 
the American economy. So TPP advocates 
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Xi Jinping and Barack Obama discussed 
a future Free Trade Area of the Asia Pacific 
(FTAAP) at the APEG China 2014 summit. 
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are telling this concerned audience that the 
TPP — which, at present, does not include 
China — will give American workers and 
companies a big new advantage against 
competition from China. However, these 
same TPP proponents are duplicitously 
telling other audiences that China will 
probably be admitted into the TPP and 
that, at any rate, the final game plan is 
to have the TPP subsumed into the larger 
planned Free Trade Area of the Asia Pacif- 
ic (FTAAP), which will include not only 
Communist China, but Russia as well. As 
we will show below, the architects of the 
TPP have planned from the beginning to 
include China and openly acknowledge 
that the TPP is merely a “steppingstone” 
(their term) to U.S.-China convergence in 
the larger FTAAP. 

An October 10, 2014 article published 
in the Diplomat online reported: “China 
is open to joining the Trans-Pacific Part- 
nership, a high-ranking Chinese official 
indicated on Wednesday at a think-tank in 
Washington, DC.” When asked if China 
would be interested in joining the TPP, 
Zhu Guangyao, China’s vice minister of 
finance and a member of the Communist 
Party of China since 1987, replied that 


“China was ‘very open’ to the global econ- 
omy and plans to continue its decades-long 
process of ‘reform and opening up’ under 
Xi Jinping,” according to the Diplomat. In 
the same article, the Diplomat further re- 
ported: “China’s Commerce Ministry indi- 
cated that it was looking more seriously at 
the possibility of China joining the TPP.” 

On November 12, reporting on the 
2014 Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation 
(APEC) summit, held in China, China 
Daily, the Communist Party of China’s 
state-run newspaper, stated that China’s 
goal is to “counter the growing trend of 
fragmentation in the region that directly 
undermines economic integration, not the 
TPP or any other specific freetrade agree- 
ment.” China admits that it is not working 
to counter the TPP, but rather “the grow- 
ing trend of fragmentation in the region.” 
(Emphasis added.) Behind all the Lenin- 
ist newspeak, “fragmentation” can be 
understood to mean the independence of 
nations. China wants greater economic 
integration for the Asia Pacific region, 
which means replacing independence with 
interdependence. 

Addressing APEC leaders at the sum- 
mit, Chinese President and General Sec- 
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retary of the Communist Party of China 
Xi Jinping said, “The world economic re- 
covery still faces many unpredictable and 
destabilizing factors. We need to intensify 
regional economic integration and foster 
an open environment that is conducive to 
long-term development.” 

It is important to note that Xi Jinping 
and his American counterparts are using 
the term “integration” in the same way 
and with the same meaning as the archi- 
tects of the European Union. Which is to 
say that, like the EU architects, they in- 
tend to use economic integration to pave 
the way for eventual political integration 
of APEC/TPP/FTAAP member countries 
into a Trans-Pacific Union. 

Despite these movements on China’s 
part and the overall integration plan of the 
TPP players, the American mainstream 
media have, for the most part, portrayed 
the TPP as a counterweight to contain the 
rise of China. One article published in 
Forbes magazine stated: “American trade 
policy is trying to contain China, notably 
through the mega-regional TPP (Trans 
Pacific Partnership), from which China is 
excluded.” Another article, from the Wall 
Street Journal, portrays the TPP as an 
American initiative rivaling the FTAAP, 
portrayed as a Chinese initiative: 


In the run-up to the APEC summit, 
people familiar with the matter say, 
the U.S. blocked China’s efforts to 
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begin negotiations on a regional free- 
trade agreement, the Free Trade Area 
of the Asia Pacific, because it con- 
flicted with a Washington-backed al- 
ternative known as the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership that excludes China. 
[Emphasis added. ] 


The Wall Street Journal article did how- 
ever concede the following fact: “Beijing 
continued to promote its preferred deal in 
presummit meetings but won endorsement 
for the pact only as a long-term goal.” 
(Emphasis added.) 


Steppingstone to Increase China’s Clout 
The truth is that both China and the United 
States are members of APEC. The fact that 
China won endorsement for the FTAAP 
as a “long-term goal” demonstrates the 
United States’ willingness, under Presi- 
dent Obama, to abrogate its sovereignty 
and to economically integrate the United 
States with Russia and China in a future 
Trans-Pacific Union based out of Beijing. 
Further evidence of the Obama adminis- 
tration’s duplicity can be found in an of- 
ficial APEC press release posted on the 
White House website. The release, dated 
November 13, 2010 states: 


Based on the results of this work, we 
have agreed that now is the time for 
APEC to translate FTAAP from an as- 
pirational to a more concrete vision. 


To that end, we instruct APEC to take 
concrete steps toward realization of an 
FTAAP, which is a major instrument 
to further APEC’s Regional Economic 
Integration (REI) agenda. 


Here the White House not only admits its 
role, as a leader in APEC, in supporting a 
“free trade” agreement of the entire Asia 
Pacific that would include the United States 
along with Russia and China, but also we 
see the White House going the extra mile 
by calling on APEC to take action, instruct- 
ing “APEC to take concrete steps toward 
realization of an FTAAP.” The ruling po- 
litical class of the United States wants the 
FTAAP every bit as much as the Commu- 
nist Party elite of China. The TPP is not 
designed to contain China; it’s designed 
to converge with China. The press release 
goes on to say: “We believe that an FTAAP 
should be pursued as a comprehensive free 
trade agreement by developing and build- 
ing on ongoing regional undertakings, such 
as ASEAN+3, ASEAN+6, and the Trans- 
Pacific Partnership, among others.” (Em- 
phasis added.) The TPP is the steppingstone 
for the FTAAP, and the White House ac- 
knowledges this in an APEC press release, 
available to the public on WhiteHouse. gov. 

Another very important source that ac- 
knowledges China’s role relative to the 
TPP’s future is a pro-TPP book published 
in 2013 by the Peter G. Peterson Institute 
for International Economics (PIIE), en- 
titled Understanding the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership, coauthored by Jeffrey J. 
Schott, Barbara Kotschwar, and Julia 
Muir. As THE NEW AMERICAN magazine’s 
senior editor William F. Jasper previously 
reported, “The PIIE is one of the premier 
global think tanks and has played an es- 
pecially important role in promoting the 
WTO, IMF, United Nations, and free trade 
agreements (FTAs), including NAFTA, 
CAFTA, TPP, and FTAAP.” 

On page 3 of Understanding the Trans- 
Pacific Partnership, the authors reveal the 
TPP’s true long-term objectives: 


The Free Trade Area of the Asia Pacific 
(FTAAP), shown in red, is the shared long- 
range objective of TPP architects and APEC 
leaders for the economic and political 
“integration” of the Pacific Rim into an EU- 
style Trans-Pacific Union, which would include 
Communist China and Russia. 
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Xi Jinping and Viadimir F 
at the APEC China 2014 s 
agree on long-range Ea 
convergence via the propos 
Free Trade Area of the As 
Pacific (FTAAP). 


The TPP is regarded as an interim ar- 
rangement or stepping stone toward a 
broader, regionwide Free Trade Area 
of the Asia Pacific (FTAAP), possi- 
bly within a decade, as envisaged by 
APEC leaders in Bogor in November 
1994 and reaffirmed more recently 
by them in their meeting in Honolulu 
in November 2011. TPP negotia- 
tors are not only thinking about new 
countries joining the ongoing talks 
but also planning and constructing 
the trade pact with a view toward fu- 
ture linkages with other APEC mem- 
bers, including and especially China. 
[Emphasis added. ] 


On page 51, in the book’s sixth chapter, 
revealingly entitled “Moving from TPP to 
FTAAP,” it further says: 


The current TPP architects envision 
building an eventual FTAAP on the 
comprehensive foundations of the 
TPP accord, with other APEC coun- 


ditional member states of ASEAN Plus 
Three (China, Japan, and South Korea); 
and Australia, New Zealand, and India. 
On page 63 it says: 


[The] FTAAP — would be an um- 
brella providing reciprocal obliga- 
tions applying to all TPP and RCEP 
countries while the more comprehen- 
sive and legally binding TPP provi- 
sions would remain in force among 
the TPP signatories. /mportantly, 
the United States and China would 
deepen their commercial relation- 
ship without the strain of trying to fit 
China into the TPP or the cost dilut- 
ing the TPP to accommodate China. 
[Emphasis added. ] 


The FTAAP’s role as an umbrella for both 
the TPP and RCEP was also discussed in a 
Chinese publication. In an article entitled 
“FTAAP Roadmap Guess,” on January 4, 
2015, posted on the website of China Top 
Brands magazine, it stated: 


tries joining the pact in coming years 
through an accession process similar 
to that provided in the WTO for new 
members. [Emphasis added. ] 


The book also describes how the FTAAP 
would serve as an umbrella agreement for 
both the TPP and the RCEP. The RCEP, 
or Regional Comprehensive Economic 
Partnership, is another proposed regional 
“free trade” agreement between 16 coun- 
tries: the 10 member states of ASEAN, the 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations 
(Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Sin- 
gapore, Thailand, Brunei, Vietnam, Laos, 
Burma, and Cambodia); plus the three ad- 
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Thus, the path to achieving the Asia- 
Pacific free trade zone, the internation- 
al community has speculated may have 
the following four main paths: one is 
formed by TPP expansion FTAAP; the 
second is formed by a RCEP expan- 
sion FTAAP; the third is integrated 
into the TPP and RCEP FTAAP; TPP 
and RCEP around four to form a “um- 
brella agreement.” FTAAP can be set 
in terms of tariff reductions, liberaliza- 
tion, intellectual property rules, stan- 
dard level intervening between TPP 
and RCEP, thus forming a multi-level 
system of free trade in the Asia Pa- 


cific region, [that] people [will] look 
forward to the FTAAP, with TPP and 
RCEP [in] parallel existence. [Trans- 
lated from Mandarin. | 


Like TPP architects, China also favors 
the TPP and RCEP in relation to develop- 
ing the FTAAP. On December 30, 2014, 
China Daily published the following: 


In an institutional sense, the Beijing- 
led FTAAP, if successfully negoti- 
ated, will put an end to the economic 
fragmentation in the Asia-Pacific re- 
gion. The co-existence of the US-led 
Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement 
and the Regional Comprehensive 
Economic Partnership favored by 
China is feasible if both jointly serve 
the more inclusive FTAAP. 


Similarly, Understanding the Trans-Pacif- 
ic Partnership concludes reaffirming the 
TPP’s economic objectives for the Asia 
Pacific region: 


To conclude, in trade negotiations, 
good things come in big packages. A 
big TPP deal would yield substantial 
commercial benefits, a strong foun- 
dation for Asia-Pacific economic in- 
tegration, and important precedents 
and impetus for renewed multilateral 
trade talks. [Emphasis added. ] 


Both Understanding the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership and the APEC press release 
on the White House website expunge any 
doubt or speculation of the TPP’s true pur- 
pose. Far from creating new American jobs 
and bolstering the U.S. economy or that of 
its allies in the face of a rising China or 
Russia, rather it is the engine fueling the 
drive toward a future unified Asia Pacific 
regional bloc or Trans-Pacific Union, in 
which the United States would be rele- 
gated to a subordinate member state, with 
Eastern-bloc Marxist states such as China, 
Vietnam, and Russia at the helm. 

TPP’s passage would be a major step 
toward the realization of APEC’s vision 
for the Free Trade Area of the Asia Pacif- 
ic and an eventual Trans-Pacific Union, 
not only facilitating the economic con- 
vergence of East and West, but eroding 
the remaining vestiges of American sov- 
ereignty and independence. 
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The Freedom |ndex 


A Congressional Scorecard Based on the U.S. Constitution 


Our fourth (and final) look at the 113th 
Congress shows how every member of the 
House and Senate voted on key issues, such 
as Obama ’s executive action on immigra- 
tion, the Keystone pipeline, and omnibus 
appropriations. 
House Vote Descriptions 
3 Surveillance. During consider- 
ation of the Defense Appropria- 
tions bill, Representative Thomas Massie 
(R-Ky.) introduced an amendment to 
prevent defense funds from being used 
to allow U.S. intelligence agencies to sift 
through electronic metadata that contains 
the personal information of U.S. citizens 
or legal residents. Massie’s amendment 
would also prohibit funds from being used 
by the NSA for “backdoor” surveillance 
— requiring or requesting the redesign of 
a product to facilitate the electronic sur- 
veillance of a person who uses it. 

As Massie said during debate on his 
amendment, “The American people are 
sick of being spied on. Our Founding Fa- 
thers wrote an important provision into the 
Bill of Rights — the Fourth Amendment 
— and that requires probable cause and a 
warrant before the government and govern- 


ment agents can snoop on any American.” 
The House adopted Massie’s amendment 
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The good guys? The United States has been giving military equipment to Islamic rebels who are 
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trying to overthrow Syrian President Bashar Assad, but can’t tell the good guys from al-Qaeda, so 
they often give weapons to the same people we have been attacking since 9/11. 


on June 19, 2014 by a vote of 293-123 (Roll 
Call 327). We have assigned pluses to the 
yeas because Massie’s amendment seeks to 
uphold the Constitution and its protection 
of privacy rights. Any attempt to curtail the 
surveillance state and restore constitutional 
protections to Americans is good. 
3 Weapons to Syrian Rebels. 
During consideration of the De- 
fense Appropriations bill, Representative 
Jeff Fortenberry (R-Neb.) introduced an 


amendment that would have prohibited 
any funding in the bill from being used to 


provide weapons to Syrian rebels. Forten- 
berry noted on the House floor that “the 
rebel movement is a battleground of shift- 
ing alliances and bloody conflicts between 
groups that now include multinational ter- 
rorist organizations,” that “sending our 
weapons into this chaotic war zone could 
inadvertently help these extremists,” and 
that “it has already happened.” He added: 
“The naive notion that we can deliver 
weapons to vetted, moderate opposition 
groups at war with other rebel militias 
gives no guarantee that our weaponry 
won’t be seized or diverted.” 


About This Index 


(55 he Freedom Index: A Congressional Scorecard Based on the 
U.S. Constitution” rates congressmen based on their adherence 
to constitutional principles of limited government, fiscal responsibility, 
national sovereignty, and a traditional foreign policy of avoiding foreign 
entanglements. To learn how any representative or senator voted on the 
key measures described herein, look him or her up in the vote charts. 
The scores are derived by dividing a congressman’s constitutional 
votes (pluses) by the total number he cast (pluses and minuses) and 
multiplying by 100. 
The average House score for this index (votes 31-40) is 52 percent. 
Ten representatives earned 100 percent. The average Senate score is 
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37 percent, with one senator earning a perfect score. We encourage 
readers to examine how their own congressmen voted on each of the 
10 key measures, as well as overall. We also encourage readers to com- 
mend legislators for their constitutional votes and to urge improvement 
where needed. 

This is our final index for the 113th Congress. Our first index (votes 
1-10) for the 113th Congress appeared in our July 22, 2013 issue, our 
second index (votes 11-20) appeared in our January 6, 2014 issue, and 
our third index (votes 21-30) appeared in our July 28, 2014 issue. An 
online version of the “Freedom Index” is also available (click on “Voting 
Index” at TheNewAmerican.com). Mf 
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113th CONGRESS, Votes 31-40 


House Vote Scores 


Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
ALABAMA 
1 Byrne (R) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 58% 
2 Roby (R) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 50% 
3 Rogers, MikeD.(R) 60% - - - - + + + + + + 52% 
4 Aderholt (R ) Ri = db oe st + + + 2? - 53% 
5 Brooks, M. (R ) 80% + + - - + + + + + + 63% 
6 Bachus, S. (R ) SUM = = = = 4b ee 
7 Sewell (D ) 1% - - - - - 2 = + = 13% 
ALASKA 
AL Young, D. (R ) 70% - + - + + + + + + - 56% 
ARIZONA 
1 Kirkpatrick (D ) 40% ? 2? 2? 2? ? t+ - ee + 21% 
2 Barber (D ) 20% - - - = = t+ +o - = = 13% 
3, Grijalva (D ) 60% + + + + - + - - + 48% 
4 Gosar (R ) 78% + + - - + + + + 2? + 78% 
5 Salmon (R ) 80% + + - - + + + + + + 80% 
6 Schweikert (R ) SI ee de = ak Fo OG 
7 Pastor (D ) 40% + + - + - to- = = 32% 
8 Franks (R ) QWs = = = = 4 foodb kk 
9 Sinema (D ) 30% - + - - = t+ t+ - = = 18% 
ARKANSAS 
1 Crawford (R ) BO = 2 a os ot fod dk SH 
2 Griffin (R ) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 58% 
3 Womack (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 48% 
4 Cotton (R) 60% 2 8 + + + + + + 63% 
CALIFORNIA 
1 LaMalfa (R ) 80% + + - - + dood dh ak 
2 Huffman (D ) 40% + + - + - + 33% 
3 Garamendi (D ) 50% + + - + - + t+ - - - 31% 
4 McClintock (R ) 90% + + + - + + + + + + 93% 
5 Thompson,M.(D) 20% - - - + - ee te 2395 
6 Matsui (D ) 40% + - + + - - = = = + 36% 
7 Bera (D ) 20% + - - - - a 13% 
8 Cook (R) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 55% 
9 McNerney (D ) Gs & ££ £ & = es od oe = TRY 
10 Denham (R ) 44% - 2 =~ = + + + + - - 46% 
11 Miller,George(D) 33% + - + + ? - ee ee 37% 
12 Pelosi (D ) 30% + - - + - - = = = + 28% 
13 Lee, B. (D) Bh a k= Poa = = 2 daOK 
14 Speier (D ) 60% + + + + - - + = = + 45% 
15 Swalwell (D ) 40% + - - + - - + = = + 35% 
16 Costa (D ) 33% - - - = + + + 2? =~ - 19% 
17 Honda (D ) 60% + + + + - - + = = + 41% 
18 Eshoo (D ) 40% + + - + - - = = = + 35% 
19 Lofgren (D ) 50% + + - + - - + = = + 40% 
20 Farr (D ) 40% + - - + - a 33% 
21 Valadao (R ) 40% - - - - + + + + - - 38% 
22 Nunes (R ) 50% - - - = + + + + + - 42% 
23 McCarthy, K. (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 45% 
24 Capps (D ) 40% + + - + - - = = = + 30% 
25 McKeon (R ) 44% - -~ - - 4+ + + 2? + = 41% 
26 Brownley (D ) 10% - - - - = a 13% 
27 Chu (D ) 60% + + + + - - + = = + 44% 
28 Schiff (D ) 30% - - - + = - + = = + 33% 
29 Cardenas (D ) 506 + + + + - = = = = + 37% 
30 Sherman (D ) 20% + - - - = - t+ = = e 23% 
31 Miller, Gary (R ) 43% - - - - + Bo Pp GE 


Freedom Ind 
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Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
32 Napolitano (D ) 44% + - - + ? - + - = + 39% 
33 Waxman (D ) 30% + - - + - - = = = + 31% 
34 Becerra (D ) 30% + - - + - - = = = + 37% 
35 Negrete McLeod (D) 63% + - + + - Ho = P Y AWN 
36 Ruiz (D ) 40% + 4+ - - - + t+ - + 25% 
37 Bass (D ) 40% + + - + - - = = = + 38% 
38 Sdnchez,Linda(D) 50% + + - + - - + = = + 43% 
39 Royce (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 56% 
40 Roybal-Allard (D) 30% + - - + - - = = = 35% 
41 Takano (D ) 50% + + + + - - = = = + 35% 
42. Calvert (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 45% 
43, Waters (D ) 40% + - + + - - = = = + 40% 
44 Hahn (D ) 50% + + - + - - + - = + 38% 
45 Campbell (R ) (5 ob ob 2 = # $e a7) eee? 54% 
46 Sanchez, Loretta(D) 50% + + + - - Pee ee ee ee ee 
47 Lowenthal (D ) 30% + - - + - - = = = + 30% 
48 Rohrabacher (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 92% 
49 Issa (R) (0% ds = = = & + + + + - 52% 
50 Hunter (R ) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 60% 
51 Vargas (D ) 20% + - - - = - = = = + 28% 
52 Peters, S. (D ) 0% - - - - = - ee ee 13% 
53 Davis, S. (D ) 10 =e - oe eee 18% 
COLORADO 
1 DeGette (D ) 40% + - - + - - + = = + 39% 
2 Polis (D ) Ls 2 #  p  # a 36% 
3 Tipton (R) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 68% 
4 Gardner (R ) G% + 2 = = & + + + + - 62% 
5 Lamborn (R ) 70% + - - - + + + + + + 65% 
6 Coffman (R ) S0% s+ = = = dood es RN 
7 Perlmutter (D ) 44% + - + + - - + 2 = 34% 
CONNECTICUT 
1 Larson, J. (D ) 33% + - - + - = es = PP & ROM 
2 Courtney (D ) 40% + - - + - - + = = + 33% 
3 DeLauro (D ) 30% + - - + - - = = = + 38% 
4 Himes (D ) 10% - - - + - - ee ee 21% 
5 Esty (D ) 40% + - - + - - + - - + 30% 
DELAWARE 
AL Carney (D ) 20% + - - + - - 2 20% 
FLORIDA 
1 Miller, J. (R) 70% - + - - + + + + + + 57% 
2 Southerland (R ) 67% + 2? - - + + + + + - 62% 
3 Yoho (R) 80% + + - + + + + + + - 75% 
4 Crenshaw (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 46% 
5 Brown, C. (D ) 30% + - - - = no 23% 
6 DeSantis (R ) 80% + + - - + + + + + + 80% 
7 Mica (R ) (0% + = = = # od oe ks HM 
8 Posey (R) 90% + + - + + + + + + + 95% 
9 Grayson (D ) 50% + - + + - - + = = + 43% 
10 Webster (R ) 70% - + - - + + + + + + 60% 
11 Nugent (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 69% 
12 Bilirakis (R ) 60% - + - - + + + + + - 55% 
13 Jolly (R) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 38% 
14 Castor (D ) 63% + + + + - 2? 2? -~ = + 32% 
15 Ross (R) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 63% 
16 Buchanan (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 63% 
17 Rooney (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 67% 
18 Murphy, P. (D ) 30% - - - + - -_ } = « 23% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a rep. did not vote yea or nay. 
Ifa rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26. 
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The House rejected Fortenberry’s 

amendment on June 19, 2014 by a vote of 
167 to 244 (Roll Call 328). We have as- 
signed pluses to the yeas because arming 
“moderate” rebels in a foreign country is 
tantamount to going to war, which would 
require a declaration of war by Congress. 
Also, the United States should follow the 
Founders’ advice not to become involved 
in foreign quarrels. 
y Local Police. Dur- 
ng consideration of the Defense 
Appropriations bill, Representative Alan 
Grayson (D-Fla.) introduced an amend- 
ment that would have prohibited any fund- 
ing in the bill from being used to transfer 
excess military equipment, such as aircraft 
(including drones), armored vehicles, gre- 
nade launchers, and bombs, to local po- 
lice departments. “Those weapons have 
no place in our streets, regardless of who 
may be deploying them,” Grayson said in 
remarks supporting his amendment. 

The House rejected Grayson’s amend- 
ment on June 19, 2014 by a vote of 62 to 
355 (Roll Call 329). We have assigned 
pluses to the yeas because the proper role 
of local police is undermined by convert- 
ing them into militarized units more suit- 
able for occupying hostile territory than 
for protecting their local communities 
from the criminal element. Providing local 
police with “free” U.S. military equipment 
also greases the skids for more federal 
control, leading ultimately to nationalized 
police beholden to Washington as op- 
posed to independent police departments 
beholden to local citizens acting through 
their elected officials. 


| Military 0 ns in Afghani- 
. During consideration of the 
Defense Appropriations bill, Represen- 
tative Barbara Lee (D-Calif.) introduced 
an amendment that would have barred 
any funding in the bill from being used 
“pursuant to the Authorization for Use of 
Military Force [AUMF] ... after Decem- 
ber 31, 2014,” the date that was set as the 
official end of U.S. combat operations in 
Afghanistan. Enacted in 2001 in the wake 
of 9/11, the AUMF has been invoked nu- 
merous times by the executive branch for 
U.S. military intervention not only in Af- 
ghanistan but elsewhere. 

The House rejected Lee’s amendment 
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on June 19, 2014 by a vote of 157 to 260 
(Roll Call 330). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because presidents have been 
able to claim broad authority to go to war 
whenever or wherever they choose under 
the AUMF, despite the fact that the Found- 
ing Fathers never intended for one man to 
make this decision and under the Consti- 
tution only Congress may “declare war.” 


Oil and Gas Exploration. H.R. 
Y 4899, the Lowering Gasoline Pric- 
es to Fuel an America That Works Act of 
2014, would establish a five-year program 
for oil and gas leasing. Title I, Subtitle A 
of the bill would require at least 25 percent 
of eligible federal land be made available 
each year to lease for oil and gas explora- 
tion. Furthermore, the Interior Department 
would be required to make available for 
oil and gas exploration and development 
at least 50 percent of the unleased coastal 
areas that have the most potential for en- 
ergy production. 

The House passed H.R. 4899 on June 
26, 2014 by a vote of 229 to 185 (Roll 
Call 368). We have assigned pluses to 
the yeas because the federal government 
should not hinder the development and 
utilization of the nation’s natural resourc- 
es, including oil and gas. Encouraging 
and allowing such development is in line 
with the Constitution and should therefore 
be supported. Additionally, such a move 
would place America further along the 
road to energy self-sufficiency, which is 


Blue Army: As police increasingly adopt military gear, they also become more entwined with the 


important for national security and insula- 
tion from various global political crises. 


ulation. H.R. 5078 
A Jwould block the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and Army Corps 
of Engineers from finalizing a proposed 
tule, supported by the Obama adminis- 
tration to expand the scope of the federal 
government’s authority over “waters of 
the United States.” During debate on the 
bill, Representative Steve Southerland 
(R-Fla.), sponsor of the bill, explained: 
“Under its proposed rules, Federal agen- 
cies like the EPA and the Army Corps of 
Engineers would see their regulatory au- 
thority under the Clean Water Act drasti- 
cally expanded, to the point of covering 
almost any body of water throughout 
America, from ditches to culverts to pipes 
to watersheds to farmland ponds.” 

The House passed H.R. 5078 on Sep- 
tember 9, 2014 by a vote of 262 to 152 
(Roll Call 489). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because both federal water reg- 
ulations and the EPA are unconstitutional, 
and if the rule were to pass, activities such 
as farming would become nearly unfeasi- 
ble, since farmers would have to get fed- 
eral permits to do many farm activities, 
such as cleaning out ditches. 

/Federal R e Audit. Rep- 
Ls resentative Paul Broun (R-Ga.) 
introduced a bill (H.R. 24) to require 
the Government Accountability Office 


federal government. Police are beginning to take direction from federal-local fusion centers. If 
police become nationalized, responsiveness to citizens’ concerns will become a vague memory. 
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113th CONGRESS, Votes 31-40 


Votes: 31-40 


19 Clawson (R ) 
20 Hastings, A. (D ) 
21 Deutch (D ) 
22 Frankel (D ) 


23 Wasserman Schultz (D )10% 


24 Wilson, E (D ) 
25 Diaz-Balart (R ) 
26 Garcia (D ) 
27 Ros-Lehtinen (R ) 
GEORGIA 

1 Kingston (R ) 

2 Bishop, S. (D ) 


3 Westmoreland, L. (R) 60% 


4 Johnson, H. (D ) 
5 Lewis (D ) 

6 Price, T. (R) 
7 Woodall (R ) 
8 Scott, A. (R) 
9 Collins, D. (R) 
10 Broun (R ) 

11 Gingrey (R ) 
12 Barrow (D ) 
13 Scott, D. (D ) 
14 Graves, T. (R) 


HAWAII 
1 Hanabusa (D ) 
2 Gabbard (D ) 


IDAHO 
1 Labrador (R ) 
2 Simpson (R ) 


ILLINOIS 
1 Rush (D ) 
2 Kelly, R. (D) 
3, Lipinski (D ) 
4 Gutiérrez (D ) 
5 Quigley (D ) 
6 Roskam (R ) 
7 Davis, D. (D ) 
8 Duckworth (D ) 
9 Schakowsky (D ) 
10 Schneider (D ) 
11 Foster (D ) 
12 Enyart (D ) 
13 Davis, R. (R) 
14 Hultgren (R ) 
15 Shimkus (R ) 
16 Kinzinger (R ) 
17 Bustos (D ) 
18 Schock (R ) 


INDIANA 
1 Visclosky (D ) 
2 Walorski (R ) 
3 Stutzman (R ) 
4 Rokita (R ) 
5 Brooks, S. (R ) 
6 Messer (R ) 
7 Carson (D ) 
8 Bucshon (R ) 
9 Young, T. (R ) 
IOWA 


1 Braley (D ) 
2 Loebsack (D ) 


31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 

100% + + + + + + 100% 
44% + - - + = + 2 - = + 33% 
30% + - - + - - - - - + 30% 
20% - - - + - - = = = + 26% 
ee - ee ee 21% 

40% + + - + - - = = = + 36% 
40% - - - = + + + + - = 42% 
40% + - - - t+ + - = + 20% 
44% - + - = + + + - = 42% 
70% + - + - + + + + + - 74% 
50% + - - - + t+ + + - = 31% 
- + - = + + + + + - 62% 

50% + + + + - - = = = + 31% 
50% + + + + - - = = = + 38% 
70% + + - - + + + + + - 69% 
70% + + - = + + + + + - 65% 
80% + + - - + + + + + + 63% 
70% + + - - + + + + + - 64% 
100% + + + + + + + + + + 100% 
50% - - - = + + + + + - 72% 
70% - + + - + + + + + - 48% 
50% + - - + = + + + - - 26% 
67% + 2? - - + + + + + - 72% 
40% + + - + - 6), 
40% + - - + - + - + 36% 
100% + + + + + t+ + + 2? + 92% 
50% - - - = + + + + + - 52% 
40% 2 2 2 2 - 2 4 - = + 38% 
40% + - - + - +o - = = + 29% 
22% 2? - - = = a 15% 
30% + - - + - - = = = + 29% 
30% + - - + - - + = = = 26% 
50% - - - - + + + + + - 45% 
50% + + - + - - + - = + 44% 
i eae ee ss 22 8 Tae 
40% + - + + - - = = = + 39% 
20% + - - = = a 15% 
10% 4 = & 5 Soe & = = 18% 
44% + - - = = + + 2? - + 28% 
44%  - - = = + 2 + + + - 54% 
60% + - - - + + + + + - 63% 
70% + - + - + + + + + - 56% 
50% - - - - + + + + + - 48% 
33% - + - = = t+ + 2 - = 19% 
60% + - - - + + + + + - 53% 
20% - - - = = - + = = + 26% 
60% + - - - + + + + + - 52% 
60% + - - - + + + + - + 65% 
67% + 2? - - + + + + + - 63% 
50% - - - = + + + + + - 50% 
60% - + - - + + + + + - 58% 
20% + - - = = - = = = + 28% 
60% + - - - + + + + + - 58% 
50% - - - = + + + + + - 48% 
60% + + + + - - + = = + 35% 
60% + + - - - + + + - + 33% 


Freedom Index 
Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
3, Latham (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 49% 
4 King, S. (R) 63% + - e+ ? + + 2? + 66% 
KANSAS 
1 Huelskamp (R ) 90% + + - + + + + + + + 98% 
2 Jenkins, L. (R) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 60% 
3 Yoder (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 65% 
4 Pompeo (R ) 60% - - - - + + + + + + 63% 
KENTUCKY 
1 Whitfield (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 46% 
2 Guthrie (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 58% 
3 Yarmuth (D ) 40% + - - + - - + = = + 40% 
4 Massie (R ) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 98% 
5 Rogers, H. (R ) 50% - - - = + + + + + - 40% 
6 Barr (R) 50% - - - - + oe ee ee 55% 
LOUISIANA 
1 Scalise (R ) (0% os = = = # Bod oe TIN, 
2 Richmond (D ) 33% 2 2 2? 2? + + - - 30% 
3, Boustany (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 45% 
4 Fleming (R ) 80% + + - - + t+ + + + + 75% 
5 McAllister (R ) 80% + + - - + og EIS 
6 Cassidy (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 60% 
MAINE 
1 Pingree (D ) 50% + + - + - - + - = + 44% 
2 Michaud (D ) 50% + + - + - - + + 33% 
MARYLAND 
1 Harris (R ) 67% + + - - + + 2? + + - 67% 
2 Ruppersberger(D) 10% - - - - - - t+ ee 5% 
3, Sarbanes (D ) 40% + - + + - - = = = + 38% 
4 Edwards (D ) 40% + - + + - - = = = + 34% 
5 Hoyer (D ) 0% - - - - - = ee 18% 
6 Delaney (D ) 10% - - - - - 2 3b 2 = = 15% 
7 Cummings (D ) 30% + - - + - 0) 
8 Van Hollen (D ) 30% + - - + - - = = = + 30% 
MASSACHUSETTS 
1 Neal (D ) 30% + - - + - = = = = 27% 
2 McGovern (D ) 67% + + + + - - + 2 - + 45% 
3, Tsongas (D ) 40% + - - + - - + = = + 33% 
4 Kennedy (D ) 20% - - - + = - = = = + 28% 
5 Clark, K. (D ) 44% + + - + - 2? - = = + 37% 
6 Tierney (D ) 67% + + + + - 2 + - - + 39% 
7 Capuano (D ) 38% + + - + - = 2 «@ PP 37% 
8 Tynch (D ) 50% + + - + - + - + 34% 
9 Keating (D ) 50% + + - + - - + - = + 33% 
MICHIGAN 
1 Benishek (R ) 70% - + - + + + + + + - 60% 
2 Huizenga (R ) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 60% 
3, Amash (R ) 100% + + + + + + + 2? + + 97% 
4 Camp (R) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 48% 
5 Kildee (D ) 30% + - - + - - = = = + 33% 
6 Upton (R) S0% = = = = & Bo we NM 
7 Walberg (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 52% 
8 Rogers, Mike (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 48% 
9 Levin, S. (D ) 20% - - - + - 2 25% 
10 Miller, C. (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 58% 
11 Bentivolio (R ) 80% + + - - + + + + + + 80% 
12 Dingell (D ) 22% + - - + = 2 - = = = 22% 
13 Conyers (D ) 50% + + + + - - = = = + 43% 
14 Peters, G. (D ) 20% + - - + = [upn= seen te 25% 
MINNESOTA 
1 Walz (D ) 67% 2? 2? 2? 2? - + + + - + 29% 
2 Kline, J. (R) 50% - - = = + + + + + - 48% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a rep. did not vote yea or nay. 
Ifa rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26. 
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(GAO) to conduct a full audit of both the 
Federal Reserve System and the Federal 
Reserve banks’ activities within one year 
of enactment and report its findings to 
Congress within 90 days of having the 
audit completed. 

The House passed H.R. 24 on Septem- 
ber 17, 2014 by a vote of 333 to 92 (Roll 
Call 504). We have assigned pluses to the 
yeas because the Federal Reserve System, 
essentially a cartel of private banks func- 
tioning as a central bank, is unconstitu- 
tional and is responsible for much of the 
nation’s current financial problems via its 
control of money and credit. An audit of 
the Fed would shed light on its otherwise 
secretive practices and perhaps lead to its 


eventual abolishment. 
3 Keystone XL Pipeline. H.R. 5682 
would immediately allow Trans- 
Canada to construct, connect, operate, 
and maintain the Keystone XL pipeline, 
including any revision to the pipeline 
route within Nebraska as required or au- 
thorized by the state. It also would consid- 
er the January 2014 environmental impact 
statement issued by the State Department 
sufficient to satisfy all requirements of 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
and the Endangered Species Act. The bill 
would grant the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia exclusive juris- 
diction regarding legal disputes over the 
pipeline or the constitutionality of the bill. 
The House passed H.R. 5682 on No- 
vember 14, 2014 by a vote of 252 to 161 
(Roll Call 519). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because this bill essentially gets 
the federal government out of the way of 
economic development. While one could 
correctly argue that the federal government 
should not have been involved in this issue 
in the first place, and that from a constitu- 
tional standpoint it should be left up to the 
states, private property owners, and Trans- 
Canada to work out an arrangement, this 
bill is definitely a step in the right direction 
since it would remove unconstitutional fed- 
eral regulatory roadblocks against the pipe- 
line project. 


3Oirecume Action on Immigra- 
tion. H.R. 5759 would prohibit the 
executive branch of the federal govern- 
ment from: (1) exempting or deferring, by 
executive order, regulation, or any other 
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to be the safest method to transport needed oil throughout the country, the Obama administration 
has blocked the Keystone XL pipeline, despite the thousands of jobs it would create. 


means, categories of aliens considered 
under the existing immigration laws to be 
unlawfully present in the United States 
from removal under such laws; (2) treat- 
ing such aliens as if they were lawfully 
present or had a lawful immigration sta- 
tus; or (3) treating such aliens other than as 
unauthorized aliens as defined in current 
immigration laws. 

The House passed H.R. 5759 on De- 
cember 4, 2014 by a vote of 219 to 197 
(Roll Call 550). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because “President Obama’s 
grant of deferred action to more than four 
million unlawfully present aliens, as di- 
rected in a November 20, 2014, memo- 
randum issued by Secretary of Homeland 
Security Jeh Charles Johnson, is without 
any constitutional or statutory basis,” as 


correctly stated in the bill. 
4 Omnibus Appropriations. Ac- 
cording to Congressional Quarter- 
ly, H.R. 83, dubbed the “CRomnibus bill” 
(combination of Continuing Resolution 
and Omnibus), “would provide $1.013 
trillion in discretionary appropriations in 
fiscal 2015 for federal departments and 
agencies covered by the 12 unfinished 
fiscal 2015 spending bills. Included in 
that total is: $20.6 billion for Agriculture; 


$61.1 billion for Commerce-Justice-Sci- 
ence; $554.2 billion for Defense, includ- 
ing $64 billion for overseas contingency 
Operations associated with the war in 
Afghanistan, the fight against ISIS and 
other counterterrorism operations; $34.2 
billion for Energy-Water; $43.2 billion 
for Financial Services; $30 billion for 
Interior-Environment; $158.2 billion for 
Labor-HHS-Education; $4.3 billion for 
the Legislative Branch; $71.8 billion for 
Military Construction-VA; $52 billion for 
State-Foreign Operations; and $53.5 bil- 
lion for Transportation-HUD. The mea- 
sure contains full fiscal year funding for 
all departments except for Homeland Se- 
curity, which would be funded at current 
levels until Feb. 27, 2015.” 

The House concurred with the Senate 
version of the bill on December 11, 2014 
by a vote of 219 to 206 (Roll Call 563). 
We have assigned pluses to the nays be- 
cause with this fiscal 2015 omnibus ap- 
propriations bill Congress is failing to 
address its fiscally and constitutionally 
irresponsible budgeting and appropri- 
ating process that is currently yielding 
annual federal deficits measured in the 
hundreds of billions of dollars that con- 
tribute directly to the dramatic growth of 
our already $18 trillion national debt. 
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Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
3 Paulsen (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 55% 
4 McCollum (D ) 44% + + - + ? es & = & By 
5 Ellison (D ) 44% + - + + ? - = = = + 41% 
6 Bachmann (R ) Oi = & = = # og De ING 
7 Peterson (D ) 60% - - - - + + + + + + 45% 
8 Nolan (D ) G6 4 # = 4 = e db db = ob SU 
MISSISSIPPI 
1 Nunnelee (R ) 2 2? 2? 2? 2? 2 2 + + - 55% 
2 Thompson,B.(D) 50% ? ? ? 2? - + - + - + 37% 
3, Harper (R ) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 50% 
4 Palazzo (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 58% 
MISSOURI 
1 Clay D ) 40% + + - + - - + = = = 32% 
2 Wagner (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 59% 
3, Luetkemeyer (R ) 60% + - - - + + + + + - = 55% 
4 Hartzler (R ) 44% - - - - ? + + + + - 49% 
5 Cleaver (D ) 44% + + - + - t+ - = = 2? 34% 
6 Graves, S. (R ) SO = 2 2 se ook ks 56% 
7 Long (R) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 55% 
8 Smith, J. (R) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 69% 
MONTANA 
AL Daines (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 63% 
NEBRASKA 
1 Fortenberry (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 58% 
2 Terry (R) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 55% 
3 Smith, Adrian (R ) GW 2 = = = # + + + + - 58% 
NEVADA 
1 Titus (D ) 30% + - - - = - + = = + 25% 
2 Amodei (R ) Gs 2 = = = 4 + + + + - 57% 
3, Heck, J. (R) 60% - + - - + + + + + - 58% 
4 Horsford (D ) 30% + - - + - t+ - - = = 20% 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
1 Shea-Porter (D ) 40% + - - + - + - + 26% 
2 Kuster (D ) 40% + + - + - a 25% 
NEW JERSEY 
1 Norcross (D ) t+ - - 
2 LoBiondo (R ) 40% - - - - - + + + + - 45% 
3, Runyan (R ) 50% + 7? - - - + + + + - 37% 
4 Smith, C. (R) Gs ¢ & = = = - + + + + 52% 
5 Garrett (R ) 80% + + - - + + + + + + 78% 
6 Pallone (D ) 5 cb es =e =e = = & AK 
7 Lance (R) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 52% 
8 Sires (D ) 50% + - - + - - + + - + 30% 
9 Pascrell (D ) 44% + 2? - + - - + = = + 38% 
10 Payne (D ) 33% + - = +t = = $F = + 29% 
11 Frelinghuysen (R ) 40% - - - = = + + + + - 40% 
12 Holt (D) 50% + + + + - - = = = + 45% 
NEW MEXICO 
1 Lujan Grisham, M. (D)33% ? 2? 2? 2? - = $f = = p 25% 
2 Pearce (R ) G6 = te = = ode de 
3, Lujan, B. (D ) 40% + - - + - - + - + 33% 
NEW YORK 
1 Bishop, T. (D ) 20% + - - = = a 23% 
2 King, P (R) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 43% 
3 Israel (D ) 10% = = = = = - = = = + 20% 
4 McCarthy, C. (D ) 40% ? 2? 2? 2? - - + + 2? | 17% 
5 Meeks, G. (D ) 25% + + - - = Qo = = fF = 30% 
6 Meng (D ) 40% + - - + - - + = = + 27% 
7 Velazquez (D ) Gi = + #& 4 = Po odb oe = dh Aree 
8 Jeffries (D ) 40% + + - + - -~ = = = + 35% 
9 Clarke, Y. (D ) 50% + + - + ? 2 =~ = = + 39% 


Freedom Index 
Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
10 Nadler (D ) 60% + + + + - - $+ - = + 43% 
11 Grimm (R ) 44% - - - = ? + + + + - 39% 
12 Maloney, C. (D ) 44% + + - + - >? - =~ - + 36% 
13 Rangel (D ) ws DD a 38% 
14 Crowley (D ) 20% + - - + - - ee ee 33% 
15 Serrano (D ) (0% sb ob # = - + = = + 43% 
16 Engel (D ) 22% + - - = = > - = - + 26% 
17 Lowey (D ) UW gh 2 2 = « es 2 @ 2 3s % 
18 Maloney, S. (D ) 40% + - - + - - + + - - 23% 
19 Gibson, C. (R ) 90% + + + + + + + + + - 75% 
20 Tonko (D ) 60% + + + + - - + = = + 38% 
21 Owens (D ) 50% + - - - + + + + - - 30% 
22 Hanna (R ) 56% + - - - ? + + + + - 42% 
23 Reed, T. (R) (0% sb = = = & + + + + - 55% 
24 Maffei (D ) 50% + + + + - - + - = 35% 
25 Slaughter (D ) 40% + - + + - - = = = + 32% 
26 Higgins (D ) a a a 
27 Collins, C. (R) GQ = B = = & + + + + - 51% 
NORTH CAROLINA 
1 Butterfield (D ) 20% + - - = = - ee et 15% 
2 Ellmers (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 50% 
3 Jones (R ) 89% + + + + - + + 2? + + 97% 
4 Price, D. (D ) 20% + - - + - ee - 25% 
5 Foxx (R) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 58% 
6 Coble (R) ee nn Fe ee et 
7 McIntyre (D ) 90% + + - + + + + + + + 62% 
8 Hudson (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 63% 
9 Pittenger (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 53% 
10 McHenry (R ) 70% + + - - + + + + + - 58% 
11 Meadows (R ) 80% + + - - + + + + + + 73% 
12 Adams (D ) - + 
13 Holding (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 67% 
NORTH DAKOTA 
AL Cramer (R ) (G% dt 2 = = & + + + + - 52% 
OHIO 
1 Chabot (R) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 70% 
2 Wenstrup (R ) (0% db = = = & Bom A ms EM 
3, Beatty (D ) 20% - - - + - - = = = + 23% 
4 Jordan (R ) 90% + + + - + + + + + + 78% 
5 Latta (R ) 70% + + - = + + + + + - 60% 
6 Johnson, B. (R ) (0% 2s # = = # + + + + - 60% 
7 Gibbs, B. (R) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 58% 
8 Boehner (R ) te ie ihe Ps cel? ae Se 
9 Kaptur (D ) 30% + - - + - - te ~~ 26% 
10 Turner (R ) (0% 2 #2 = = # + + + + - 52% 
11 Fudge (D ) 33% 2 2? 2 2 - t+ - - = + 31% 
12 Tiberi (R ) (G% = dh = = & + + + + - 52% 
13 Ryan, T. (D ) 17% 2? 2? 2? ? - a 31% 
14 Joyce (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 49% 
15 Stivers (R ) 60% - + - - + + + + + - 50% 
16 Renacci (R ) S04 = = = = & doe as GEIS 
OKLAHOMA 
1 Bridenstine (R ) 90% + + + - + + + + + + 85% 
2 Mullin (R ) 60% + - - - + + + + + - 68% 
3 Lucas (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 50% 
4 Cole (R) Hs = #& = = # + + + + - 47% 
5 Lankford (R ) 100% 2? 2? 2? 2 4 + + + + + 67% 
OREGON 
1 Bonamici (D ) 30% + - - + - - = = = + 30% 
2 Walden (R ) 50% - - - - + + + + + - 52% 
3 Blumenauer (D ) 44% + - + + - = = PF = ¢ 37% 
4 DeFazio (D ) 40% + - - + - - + - = + 40% 
5 Schrader (D ) 50% + + - - - + + - - + 35% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a rep. did not vote yea or nay. 
Ifa rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26. 
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Votes: 31-40 
PENNSYLVANIA 
1 Brady, R. (D ) 30% 
2 Fattah (D ) 30% 
3, Kelly (R) 50% 
4 Perry (R) 80% 
5 Thompson,G.(R) 44% 
6 Gerlach (R ) 44% 
7 Meehan (R ) 50% 
8 Fitzpatrick (R ) 70% 
9 Shuster (R ) 70% 
10 Marino (R ) 50% 
11 Barletta (R ) 56% 
12 Rothfus (R ) 70% 
13 Schwartz (D ) 10% 
14 Doyle (D ) 56% 
15 Dent (R) 60% 
16 Pitts (R) 60% 
17 Cartwright (D ) 40% 
18 Murphy, T. (R ) 60% 
RHODE ISLAND 
1 Cicilline (D ) 44% 
2 Langevin (D ) 20% 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
1 Sanford (R ) 90% 
2 Wilson, J. (R) 60% 
3, Duncan, Jeff (R ) 80% 
4 Gowdy (R) 70% 
5 Mulvaney (R ) 100% 
6 Clyburn (D ) 30% 
7 Rice, T. (R) 80% 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
AL Noem (R ) 56% 
TENNESSEE 
1 Roe (R) 70% 
2 Duncan, John(R) 100% 
3, Fleischmann (R ) 60% 
4 DesjJarlais (R ) 75% 
5 Cooper (D ) 20% 
6 Black, D. (R ) 70% 
7 Blackburn, M.(R) 70% 
8 Fincher (R ) 70% 
9 Cohen (D ) 40% 
TEXAS 
1 Gohmert (R ) 80% 
2 Poe (R) 80% 
3, Johnson, S. (R ) 80% 
4 Hall (R) 71% 
5 Hensarling (R ) 67% 
6 Barton (R ) 75% 
7 Culberson (R ) 60% 
8 Brady, K. (R) 50% 
9 Green, A. (D ) 40% 
10 McCaul (R ) 50% 
11 Conaway (R ) 60% 
12 Granger (R ) 50% 
13, Thornberry (R ) 50% 
14 Weber (R) 80% 
15 Hinojosa (D ) 40% 
16 O'Rourke (D ) 50% 
17 Flores (R ) 70% 
18 Jackson Lee (D ) 50% 
19 Neugebauer (R ) 80% 
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20 Castro (D ) 40% 


21 Smith, Lamar (R ) 60% 
22 Olson (R ) 80% 
23 Gallego (D ) 20% 
24 Marchant (R ) 70% 
25 Williams (R ) 80% 
26 Burgess (R ) 90% 
27 Farenthold (R ) 70% 
28 Cuellar (D ) 50% 
29 Green, G. (D ) 50% 
30 Johnson, E. (D ) 22% 
31 Carter, J. (R) 50% 
32 Sessions, P. (R ) 60% 
33 Veasey (D ) 50% 
34 Vela (D ) 50% 
35 Doggett (D ) 40% 
36 Stockman (R ) 100% 
UTAH 
1 Bishop, R. (R) 67% 
2 Stewart (R ) 70% 
3 Chaffetz (R ) 60% 
4 Matheson (D ) 60% 
VERMONT 
AL Welch (D ) 50% 
VIRGINIA 
1 Wittman (R ) 60% 
2 Rigell (R) 60% 
3 Scott, R. (D ) 40% 
4 Forbes (R ) 50% 
5 Hurt (R) 70% 
6 Goodlatte (R ) 50% 
7 Brat (R ) 
8 Moran, James (D) 30% 
9 Griffith (R ) 90% 
10 Wolf (R) 60% 
11 Connolly (D ) 20% 
WASHINGTON 
1 DelBene (D ) 40% 
2 Larsen, R. (D ) 33% 
3 Herrera Beutler (R) 70% 
4 Hastings, D. (R) 50% 


5 McMorris Rodgers (R )70% 


6 Kilmer (D ) 44% 
7 McDermott (D ) 50% 
8 Reichert (R ) 50% 
9 Smith, Adam (D ) 38% 
10 Heck, D. (D ) 30% 
WEST VIRGINIA 
1 McKinley (R ) 70% 
2 Capito (R ) 60% 
3 Rahall (D ) 70% 
WISCONSIN 
1 Ryan, P. (R) 60% 
2 Pocan (D ) 60% 
3 Kind (D ) 10% 
4 Moore (D ) 40% 
5 Sensenbrenner (R) 90% 
6 Petri (R) 80% 
7 Duffy (R) 70% 
8 Ribble (R ) 70% 
WYOMING 
AL Lummis (R ) 80% 
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The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a rep. did not vote yea or nay. 
Ifa rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26. 
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On January 
10, 2014, President Obama nomi- 
nated Stanley Fischer to be vice chairman 
of the Federal Reserve System Board of 
Governors. Before being tapped for the 
number two position at the Federal Re- 
serve, Fischer had a notable career within 
globalist elitist ranks, previously serving 
as governor of the Bank of Israel from 
2005 to 2013, first deputy managing di- 
rector of the International Monetary Fund 
(IMF) from 1994 to 2001, a distinguished 
fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, 
and a participant of the 2011 Bilderberg 
meeting. Fischer is also a frequent speaker 
at the Peterson Institute for International 
Economics, which is one of the premier 
global think tanks and which has played an 
especially important role in promoting the 
WTO, IMF, United Nations, and supposed 
“free trade” agreements. 

The Senate confirmed the nomination 
on June 12, 2014 by a vote of 63 to 24 
(Roll Call 191). We have assigned pluses 
to the nays because Fischer’s record indi- 
cates that he is supportive of central bank 
inflationary policies that create economic 
havoc. Moreover, the Federal Reserve, 
America’s central bank that creates money 
out of thin air, is unconstitutional. 


H.R. 803 

would consolidate workforce train- 

ing programs under the Workforce In- 

vestment Act of 1998, reauthorize adult- 

education programs, and reauthorize other 

workforce-related programs under the Re- 
habilitation Act of 1973. 

The Senate passed H.R. 803 on June 
25, 2014 by a vote of 95 to 3 (Roll Call 
214). We have assigned pluses to the nays 
because there is no constitutional authori- 
zation for federal workforce-training pro- 
grams. This is not to say that workforce 
training is a bad thing, but such programs 
are best handled by the private sector, 
which would surely provide more and bet- 
ter jobs if the federal government were to 
siphon less money out of the economy for 
programs to improve the economy. 


S. 2578 would 


force employers to pay for contra- 
ceptives (including abortifacients) even 
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Happy to continue on: Stanley Fischer, the new vice chairman of the Federal Reserve System 
Board of Governors, believes in too-big-to-fail banks and printing new money to boost the 
economy, though that causes price inflation, hurting many, especially poorer, Americans. 


when they object on religious grounds. 
This legislation was introduced in response 
to the Supreme Court’s June 2014 decision 
that Hobby Lobby could not be forced to 
cover employees’ contraception because 
the owners had religious objections. 

The Senate did not vote on the underly- 
ing bill itself but on a procedural motion 
to invoke cloture, and thus limit debate 
so that the bill could be advanced. The 
motion to invoke cloture was rejected on 
July 16, 2014 by a vote of 56 to 43 (60 
votes, three-fifths of the full Senate, are 
needed to invoke cloture; Roll Call 228). 
We have assigned pluses to the nays not 
only because the federal government has 
no constitutional authority to determine 
what healthcare coverage employers pro- 
vide but also because requiring anyone to 
pay for practices violating their religious 
convictions is immoral and un-American. 


During consideration of 

the Highway Trust Fund reautho- 
rization bill (H.R. 5021), Senator Mike 
Lee (R-Utah) introduced an amendment to 
transfer local transportation infrastructure 
projects to the states, rather than having 
the federal government fund and oversee 
the spending on such projects. Part of this 


would be accomplished by lowering the 
federal gasoline tax from the current 18.4 
cents per gallon to 3.7 cents per gallon by 
2019, and allowing the states to use that 
money for their own projects as they see fit. 

Lee noted that his amendment “would 
empower States and communities to cus- 
tomize their own infrastructure according 
to their own needs, their own values, and 
their own imagination,” and the amend- 
ment “would, over 5 years, gradually 
transfer funding and spending authority 
over local transportation infrastructure 
projects to the States.” 

The Senate rejected Lee’s amendment 
on July 29, 2014 by a vote of 28 to 69 
(Roll Call 246). We have assigned pluses 
to the yeas because the federal govern- 
ment has no constitutional authority to in- 
terject itself into local and state highway 
infrastructure projects in the first place. 
Constitutionally, the states should fund 
their own transportation projects, without 
the money for such projects being routed 
through Washington. 


S. 2648 would authorize $3.6 billion in 
supplemental appropriations, including 
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Senate Vote Scores VY 


Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36_37 38 39 40 1-40 Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36_37 38 39 40 1-40 
ALABAMA MAINE 
Shelby (R ) 80% + - + - + + + + + + 75% | Collins (R) 40% - - - - + + + ¢ - = 38% 
Sessions, J. (R ) 90% + - + + + + + + + + 85% | King, A. (1) 10% - - - - - - + = + - 11% 
ALASKA MARYLAND 
Murkowski (R ) 33% - = = et 2? + + - = 45% | Mikulski (D ) 0% - - - = = - eee 3% 
Begich (D ) Mh = 2 2 Ss 3 e = dbo = 5 16% | Cardin (D ) 0% - - - - - =o ee ee ee 3% 
ARIZONA MASSACHUSETTS 
McCain (R ) 78% 2? - + + + + + + - + 58% | Warren (D ) 10% - - - - - - e+ 5% 
Flake (R ) 70% - - + + + + + + - + 68% | Markey (D) 10% - - - - - Se 8% 
ARKANSAS MICHIGAN 
Pryor (D ) 10% - - - - - a 13% Levin, C. (D ) 10% - - - - - eo 3% 
Boozman (R ) Ss 2 = & a a + + + + - 68% | Stabenow (D ) O% 2 = = = « = 5 8 = & 0% 
CALIFORNIA MINNESOTA 
Feinstein (D ) 0% - - - - = - = = 2? 2? 3% | Klobuchar (D ) 10% - - - - - - eee + 3% 
Boxer (D ) 1% 7 = == "2 = a 2 5% Franken (D ) 10% - - - - - ee ee ee 3% 
COLORADO MISSISSIPPI 
Udall, Mark (D ) 0% - - - - = - oe eee 3% | Cochran (R) 57% 2? 2? + - ? + + + - 57% 
Bennet (D ) 10% - - - - - a 10% | Wicker (R) 50% - - + - + + + + - - 54% 
CONNECTICUT MISSOURI 
Blumenthal (D ) 10% - - - - - a 8% McCaskill (D ) 22% #2? - - - = a eo 8% 
Murphy, C. (D ) WS = = = = @ - ee ee 5% | Blunt (R) (G0 d = & = & Bf eB es CM 
DELAWARE MONTANA 
Carper (D ) 10% - - - = = a 5% | Tester (D ) 20% - - - = = - = + = + 20% 
Coons (D ) (A = =» =» 4 = oe 2 & = 3% | Walsh (D ) = 2 s = « 5 6 & = = 6% 
FLORIDA NEBRASKA 
Nelson (D ) 0% +? - - = - - ee ee 3% | Johanns (R) 67% - 2? + - + + + + + - 67% 
Rubio (R ) 90% + - + + + + + + + + 80% | Fischer (R) 80% + - + + + + + + + - 70% 
GEORGIA NEVADA 
Chambliss (R ) 83% 2? - + + + + 2? + 2? ? 62% | Reid, H. (D) 10% - - + - - - eee 10% 
Isakson (R ) 70% - - + + + + + + + - 63% | Heller (R) 70% + - + - + + + + - + 73% 
HAWAII NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Schatz (D ) 0% - - ? ? ? - ee ee 3% | Shaheen (D ) 0% - - - - = - ee ee 3% 
Hirono (D ) 0% = = 2 2 = os es 2 + 5% | Ayotte (R) WM sb 2 # & & oo =e = EM 
IDAHO NEW JERSEY 
Crapo (R ) 90% + - + + + + + + + + 85% | Menendez (D ) 10% - - - - = - oe ee + 3% 
Risch (R ) 90% + - + + + + + + + ++ 87% | Booker (D) 10% - - - - - - = = = + 10% 
ILLINOIS NEW MEXICO 
Durbin (D ) 0% - - - = = - ee ee 0% Udall, Tom (D ) 0% - - - - = a ee 5% 
Kirk (R ) 40% - - - - + + + + - - 50% | Heinrich (D ) 0% - - - - = - oe 2 ee 8% 
INDIANA NEW YORK 
Coats (R ) 60% - - + + + + + + - - 60% | Schumer (D ) 0% - - - - = - ee ee 3% 
Donnelly (D ) i a - PP + - = 13% Gillibrand (D ) 11% - - - - - oe 5% 
IOWA NORTH CAROLINA 
Grassley (R ) 90% + - + + + + + + + + 83% Burr (R ) 78% 2 -~ + + + + + + + - 69% 
Harkin (D ) 13% - - - - ? ee he ech ees 3% Hagan (D ) Wy = = = = 7 a 13% 
KANSAS NORTH DAKOTA 
Roberts (R ) 71% + - + ? ? + ? + + - 81% | Hoeven (R) 70% + - + - + + + + + - 55% 
Moran (R ) 88% 2? - + + + + ? + + + 80% | Heitkamp (D ) 10% - - - - - a 2 ee oe a 13% 
KENTUCKY OHIO 
McConnell (R ) 60% + - + - + + + + - - 77% | Brown, S. (D ) 10% - - - - - a 3% 
Paul (R ) 90% + - + + + + + + + + 92% Portman (R ) 80% - - + + + dogg (GS 
LOUISIANA OKLAHOMA 
Landrieu (D ) 20% - - - - + a 13% Inhofe (R ) 88% + - + + + + + + ? ? 88% 
Vitter (R ) 90% + - + + + + + + + + 78% | Coburn (R) His = & 2 2 A ee ett 8596 
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Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 


OREGON 

Wyden (D ) 10% aa 
Merkley (D ) 11% ? - - - 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Casey (D ) 10% - 

Toomey (R ) 67% 2 - + + + 
RHODE ISLAND 

Reed, J. (D ) 10% - 

Whitehouse (D ) 11% ? 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Graham, L. (R ) 67% 2 - + + + 
Scott, T. (R ) OQ & = £ & 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

Johnson, Tim (D ) 0% 

Thune (R ) Wk & 2 & 2 & 
TENNESSEE 

Alexander (R ) 50% - - + 2? ? 
Corker (R ) 70% - - + + + 
TEXAS 

Cornyn (R ) 60% - - + + + 
Cruz (R ) BY & = fo ke 


36 37 38 39 40 1-40 Votes: 31-40 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 1-40 
UTAH 
+ 8% | Hatch (R) 44% + + + 2? + 53% 
+ 8% | Lee, M. (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 95% 
VERMONT 
+ - - 8% | Leahy (D) 0% 3% 
fi dk - 74% | Sanders (I) 20% + - - - - - 5 ee + 8% 
VIRGINIA 
+ 10% | Warner (D ) 10% t+ 7 - 10% 
+ 10% | Kaine (D) 0% - 0% 
WASHINGTON 
+ + - 55% Murray (D ) 0% - - ee ee 3% 
+ + + + 87% | Cantwell (D) 10% - oe ee ee es 5% 
WEST VIRGINIA 
- 5% | Rockefeller (D ) 0% +? - - - - - oe 2 ee 3% 
hoody hg 72% | Manchin (D ) 30% - = + - = + + 26% 
WISCONSIN 
+ + 53% | Johnson, R. (R) 80% + + + + + + + - + 80% 
+ + + 63% | Baldwin (D ) 0% - ee - ee ee 0% 
WYOMING 
t+ +t - 79% | Enzi (R) 60% + + + + + + 75% 
+ + + + 90% | Barrasso (R) 56% + + + Pe ee 76% 


The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a senator did not vote yea 
or nay. If he cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to Senate vote descriptions on pages 29, 31, and 32. 


$2.73 billion “to cover necessary ex- 
penses to respond to the significant rise in 
unaccompanied children and adults with 
children at the southwest border,” $615 
million for wildfire suppression activities 
of the Forest Service, and $225 million 
that would be provided “to the Govern- 
ment of Israel for the procurement of the 
Iron Dome defense system to counter 
short-range rocket threats.” 

During the floor debate, Senator 
Charles Grassley (R-lowa) commented 
that this bill is “a blank check that does 
not solve the crisis along our southern 
border.... Well, today we are exercising 
our constitutional right in cutting off 
funding for the President to expand his 
administrative amnesties.” 

The Senate did not vote on the under- 
lying bill itself but on a motion to waive 
all applicable budget laws with respect to a 
point of order against the bill so that the bill 
could move forward. The Senate rejected 
this motion on July 31, 2014 by a vote of 
50 to 44 (60 votes, three-fifths of the full 
Senate, are needed to waive the applicable 
budget laws; Roll Call 252). We have as- 
signed pluses to the nays because most 
of the $3.6 billion requested by President 
Obama would be used to expand his am- 
nesty program of deferred action for child- 
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hood arrivals, an unconstitutional usurpa- 
tion of Congress’ power to “to establish an 
uniform Rule of Naturalization.” 
3 Campaign Finance Constitution- 
al Amendment. Senate Joint Res- 
olution 19 would propose an amendment 
to the Constitution granting Congress and 
state lawmakers the “power to regulate 
the raising and spending of money and 
in-kind equivalents with respect to fed- 
eral and state elections.” The resolution’s 
proposed amendment would also prohibit 
“corporations or other artificial entities” 
created by law “from spending money to 
influence elections.” 

The Senate did not vote on S. J. Res. 19 
itself but on a motion to invoke cloture, 
and thus limit debate, on the joint resolu- 
tion so that it could come up for a vote. 
The Senate rejected this motion on Sep- 
tember 11, 2014 by a vote of 54 to 42 (60 
votes, three-fifths of the full Senate, are 
needed to invoke cloture; Roll Call 261). 
We have assigned pluses to the nays be- 
cause this proposed constitutional amend- 
ment would effectively repeal the free- 
speech provision of the First Amendment, 
since restricting the amount of money that 
may be spent on political speech would 
restrict political speech. 


3 Equal Pay. The “Paycheck Fair- 

ness Act” (S. 2199) was intended to 
ensure that men and women receive equal 
pay for equal work by, for example, re- 
quiring businesses to demonstrate that pay 
gaps between men and women with simi- 
lar jobs and qualifications are “job-related 
with respect to the position in question; 
and ... consistent with business neces- 
sity.” The bill also authorizes enhanced 
penalties for sex discrimination. 

The Senate did not vote on the underly- 
ing bill itself but on a procedural motion 
to invoke cloture, and thus limit debate, 
so that the bill could come up for a vote. 
The motion to invoke cloture was rejected 
on September 15, 2014 by a vote of 52 to 
40 (60 votes, three-fifths of the full Sen- 
ate, are needed to invoke cloture; Roll Call 
262). We have assigned pluses to the nays 
because the federal government has no 
constitutional authorization to determine 
the value of employees’ labor in the pri- 
vate sector, whether in the absolute sense 
or relative to other wages. Wages instead 
should be determined by the market. 

3 Keystone XL Pipeline. S. 2280 

would immediately allow Trans- 
Canada to construct, connect, operate, 
and maintain the Keystone XL pipeline, 
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including any revision to the pipeline 
route within Nebraska as required or au- 
thorized by the state. It also would con- 
sider the January 2014 environmental 
impact statement issued by the State De- 
partment sufficient to satisfy all require- 
ments of the National Environmental 
Policy Act and the Endangered Species 
Act. The bill would grant the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
exclusive jurisdiction regarding legal 
disputes over the pipeline or the consti- 
tutionality of the bill. 

The Senate rejected S. 2280 on No- 
vember 18, 2014 by a vote of 59 to 41, 
after having agreed by unanimous con- 
sent to raise the majority requirement for 
passage to 60 (Roll Call 280). We have 
assigned pluses to the yeas because this 
bill essentially gets the federal govern- 
ment out of the way of economic de- 
velopment. While one could correctly 
argue that the federal government should 
not have been involved in this issue in 
the first place, and that from a constitu- 
tional standpoint it should be left up to 
the states, private property owners, and 
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TransCanada to work out an arrange- 
ment, this bill is definitely a step in the 
right direction since it would remove 
unconstitutional federal regulatory road- 
blocks against the pipeline project. 


39Ree Action on Immigra- 
tion. During consideration of the 
omnibus appropriations bill (H.R. 83), 
Senator Ted Cruz (R-Texas) raised a 
constitutional point of order that the bill 
violates the Constitution’s separation of 
powers, its enumerated powers, and its 
requirement that the president faithfully 
execute the laws because the bill would 
fund activities related to President 
Obama’s executive action on amnesty. 
During debate on his point of order, Cruz 
said, “If you believe President Obama’s 
amnesty is unconstitutional, vote yes. If 
you believe President Obama’s amnesty 
is consistent with the Constitution, then 
vote no.” 

The Senate rejected Cruz’s point of 
order on December 13, 2014 by a vote 
of 22 to 74 (Roll Call 353). We have as- 
signed pluses to the yeas because Presi- 


dent Obama’s executive amnesty was un- 
constitutional for the reasons listed above. 
4 Omnibus Appropriations. Ac- 
cording to Congressional Quarter- 
ly, appropriations bill H.R. 83, dubbed the 
“CRomnibus bill” (combination of Con- 
tinuing Resolution and Omnibus),“would 
provide $1.013 trillion in discretionary 
appropriations in fiscal 2015 for federal 
departments and agencies covered by the 
12 unfinished fiscal 2015 spending bills.” 
See House Vote 40 for further details. 
The Senate agreed with the House 
version of this appropriations bill on 
December 13, 2014 by a vote of 56 to 
40 (Roll Call 354). We have assigned 
pluses to the nays because with this fis- 
cal 2015 omnibus appropriations bill, 
Congress is failing to address its fiscally 
and constitutionally irresponsible bud- 
geting and appropriating process that is 
currently yielding annual federal deficits 
measured in the hundreds of billions of 
dollars that contribute directly to the dra- 
matic growth of our already $18 trillion 
national debt. Hi 
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Kissingers World Order 


At times very clear and readable, and at times vague and opaque, Henry Kissinger’s book 
World Order explains how to finish building world government. 


Henry 
Kissinger 
World 
()rder 


by Charles Scaliger 


World Order, by Henry Kissinger, New 
York: Penguin Press, 2014, 420 pages, 
hardcover. 


he godfather of the New World 

| Order, nonagenarian diplomat 
Henry Kissinger, has left one im- 
portant question unanswered in his lat- 
est book, World Order: What precisely is 
meant by the term “world order”? Kissin- 
ger’s book includes a very readable survey 
of attempts to conceptualize and imple- 
ment “world order,” from Europe’s Peace 
of Westphalia in 1648 to the rise of modern 
Islamic theocratic government as embodied 
by Iran’s ayatollahs — but nowhere does 
the author explain exactly what “order” 
means. This is, no doubt, because, as Kis- 
singer is surely aware, the word “order” in 
political contexts has long been synony- 
mous with government — but invoking 
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“world government” is bound to raise red 
flags for patriotic Americans (and people 
of other nationalities who might stumble 
across Kissinger’s latest tour de force). 


The Good, the Bad, the Ugly 

World Order is a frustrating book for 
various reasons, not the least of which is 
the author’s continual skirting of exactly 
what the title means. It is — somewhat 
unexpectedly, given the nature of the ma- 
terial and the worldview of its author — a 
gracefully written, easy-to-read tome with 
a significant amount of valuable informa- 
tion. Kissinger displays an uncommon 
level of erudition (and mental acuity, for 
a 90-year-old) in describing early America 
as a neutral player in international affairs, 
in keeping with Washington’s famous 
warning about avoiding “permanent al- 
liances with any portion of the foreign 
world” and her vision of herself as a fu- 
ture world power, thanks to her liberty 
and her independence from dissipating 
foreign entanglements. As Kissinger quite 
properly documents, early Americans saw 
these policies as having the stamp of di- 
vine approval, because they discerned the 
hand of Providence in the creation and ex- 
pansion of the United States of America. 
Opined the United States Magazine and 
Democratic Review in 1839, “We are 
the nation of human progress, and who 
will, what can, set limits on our onward 
march? Providence is with us, and no 
earthly power can.” The same magazine, 
six years later, forecast with uncanny ac- 
curacy America’s role in world affairs one 
hundred years in the future: 


Though they should cast into the 
opposite scale all the bayonets and 
cannon, not only of France and 
England, but of Europe entire, how 
would it kick the beam against the 
simple, solid weight of the two hun- 
dred and fifty, or three hundred mil- 
lions — and American millions — 
destined to gather beneath the flutter 


of the stripes and stars, in the fast 
hastening year of the Lord 1945! 


Kissinger notes that the original American 
foreign policy of “detached neutrality ... 
entirely different from the self-interested 
policies pursued by older, less enlightened 
states” persisted into the late 19th century, 
as articulated by Grover Cleveland — ar- 
guably the last U.S. president to honor 
completely the constitutional limits on 
executive power — who disavowed 


any departure from that foreign pol- 
icy commended by the history, the 
traditions, and the prosperity of our 
Republic. It is the policy of indepen- 
dence, favored by our position and 
defended by our known love of jus- 
tice and by our power. It is the policy 
of peace suitable to our interests. It is 
the policy of neutrality, rejecting any 
share in foreign broils and ambitions 
upon other continents and repelling 
their intrusion here. 


World Order also reviews some useful 
history — Kissinger’s treatment of Japan 
is particularly thought-provoking — and 
makes the provocative observation that, in 
modern times, it is actually the countries of 
Asia (excluding the Middle East and the for- 
mer Soviet Union) whose foreign policies 
have most closely embodied the Westpha- 
lian ideals of noninterventionism and the 
sovereign independence of nation-states: 


In Asia the state is treated as the basic 
unit of international and domestic 
politics. The various nations emerging 
from the colonial period generally af- 
firmed one another’s sovereignty and 
committed to noninterference in one 
another’s affairs.... Asia has emerged 
as among the Westphalian system’s 
most significant legacies.... In Asia, 
far more than in Europe ... the max- 
ims of the Westphalian model of inter- 
national order find their contemporary 
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expression — including doctrines 
since questioned by many in the 
West as excessively focused on 
the national interest or insuffi- 
ciently protective of human rights. 
Sovereignty ... is treated as having 
an absolute character. The goal of 
state policy is not to transcend the 
national interest — as in the fash- 
ionable concepts of Europe or the 
United States — but to pursue it 
energetically and with conviction. 


Passages such as this might lead the 
reader to conclude that Kissinger, 
apostle of New World Orderism, has 
experienced something of an epiph- 
any in his old age. But in the larger 
context of World Order, it becomes 
clear that — his qualified admira- 
tion of early American or modern 
Asian foreign policy restraint not- 
withstanding — his first allegiance 
is to the internationalist disdain for 
“excessive focus on the national in- 
terest” and fervor for exporting the 
doctrine of human rights at the point of 
the sword; the internationalist creed, for 
the likes of Kissinger, represents progress 
beyond old-fashioned ideals about sover- 
eignty and nonintervention. As Kissinger 
makes very clear in the last few chapters 
of his book, a 21st-century “world order” 
needs to be erected, and it is the United 
States that must lead the way. 

According to Kissinger, competing 
views on world order from the Islamist 
perspective (the entire world is destined 
to be governed by a caliphate) and Asian 
countries (which have little taste for activ- 
ist world government willing to enforce a 
global moral code by military occupation) 
pose a significant challenge to the post- 
Westphalian elites in Europe and North 
America who run most of the international 
institutions (such as the World Bank, IMF, 
World Court, UN, and WTO, among many 
others) that constitute the New World Order 
in its current form. How, on the one hand, 
can the Islamic world be persuaded to em- 
brace the militantly secular world order 
put in place by the post-Christian West? 
How, on the other hand, can the nations 
of East, Southeast, and South Asia, whose 
current international relations are mostly 
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trade-based, with a minimum of trying to 
enforce an international moral consensus, 
be re-educated to embrace the gospel of 
Utopian socialism and egalitarianism, the 
animating faith of Western elites for more 
than two centuries? Kissinger, of course, 
does not use such stark terminology, but 
the secular, even anti-faith character of the 
New World Order, as well as its grounding 
in international socialism, have been on full 
display for decades. 

Interestingly, World Order makes no 
mention of another possible front of resis- 
tance to world order, namely, the patriotic 
and the pious among the citizenries of the 
United States and other Western countries, 
a large majority of whom are opposed to 
the relentless expansion of government — 
including international government — at 
the expense of personal liberty. The world 
order that Kissinger and other globalists 
have given us is not only implacably hos- 
tile both to individual liberty and to reli- 
gious faith, it also has contempt for tradi- 
tional American culture, and sees America 
only as a vast pool of military, economic, 
and financial resources to be enlisted in 
the grand program of setting up world 
government. 


Kissinger, a canny and seasoned 
campaigner, mentions none of this. 
Instead, he suggests, in the vagu- 
est possible terms, a plan of action 
for setting up regional government 
blocs that reflect the unavoidable 
reality that, for now, cultural differ- 
ences between, say, Europe and East 
Asia, are simply too great to contem- 
plate more than the nebulous begin- 
nings of truly global government: 
“The contemporary quest for world 
order will require a coherent strat- 
egy to establish a concept of order 
within the various regions, and to 
relate those regional orders to one 
another.” 

On the other hand, patient incre- 
mentalism — a tried and true strat- 
egy from the globalists’ playbook 
— will enable the drive toward full- 
fledged world order to continue: 


A world order of states affirming 
individual dignity and participa- 
tory governance (i.e., global “de- 
mocracy”’), and cooperating in- 
ternationally in accordance with 
agreed-upon rules, can be our hope 
and should be our inspiration. But 
progress toward it will need to be sus- 
tained through a series of intermediary 
stages.... The United States needs a 
strategy and diplomacy that allow for 
the complexity of the journey. 


In a word, World Order — interesting his- 
torical disquisitions aside — is little more 
than the same warmed-over Fabian inter- 
nationalism that has been the playbook 
of New World Orderites for decades. We 
have already witnessed the construction 
of one bona fide regional government 
bloc — the European Union — brought 
about by patient incrementalism, while 
several more, including a North Ameri- 
can Union to be crafted from NAFTA 
sooner or later, are in various stages of 
development. Kissinger applauds this 
approach and recommends more of the 
same. 

Since Henry Kissinger has devoted 
his entire adult life to “world order,” it is 
perhaps appropriate that one of his final 
books should be concerned with it. 

Too bad he refuses to tell his readers ex- 
actly what “world order” really means. 
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The Extra Yard 


Americans have been so inundated with 
negative news stories involving various 
professional football players that any foot- 
ball fan could quickly become jaded about 
the nature of the high-paid athletes. But 
such a judgment would be completely un- 
fair to someone such as Oakland Raiders’ 
offensive lineman Menelik Watson, who 
has taken four-year-old Ava Urerra of Las 
Vegas into his heart. 

In fact, the Oakland Raiders franchise 
as a whole showcased its genuine good- 
ness. Yahoo News reported, “The Raiders 
offered young Ava, who has undergone 14 
different procedures on her heart, the op- 
portunity to ‘captain’ the team, and gave 
her signed gear and toys throughout a visit 
with the team.” 

Ava was in attendance at the Raiders’ De- 
cember 21 game against the Buffalo Bills. 

But Watson took it a step further. He 
donated his entire game check, worth 
$18,000, to help Ava’s family pay her 
medical expenses. 

Yahoo News elaborated on the magni- 
tude of Watson’s kind gesture: “It’s not a 
small gesture, particularly from a second- 
year player who’s in a profession whose 
careers can be measured in just a hand- 
ful of years. NFL players are paid in 17 
installments over the course of the year, 
not 52, so Watson just donated almost 6 
percent of his entire salary.” 

For Watson, Ava’s happiness was sim- 
ply more important. When he donated his 
game check, he told Ava’s father, “Sir, I 
would like to make sure Ava has the great- 
est holiday.” 

What’s more, Watson later tweeted 
about his team’s upset victory over the 
Buffalo Bills, but did not mention his do- 
nation to the family. 


Tragedy and Kindness 


Kind strangers and grief-stricken family 
members have revealed their true natures 
in the wake of a tragedy. 

On November 6, Laylah Peterson was 
fatally shot by a stray bullet while sitting 
on her grandfather’s lap in her Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin, home, the Milwaukee Journal 
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Sentinel reported. When news of Laylah’s 
death spread, well-wishers delivered doz- 
ens of stuffed animals to the family’s home 
where the shooting occurred. 

“Looking at my parents’ house, it was 
so overwhelming,” Laylah’s mother, Ash- 
ley Fogl, said. 

And in an effort to give back, Laylah’s 
family decided to donate the stuffed ani- 
mals, approximately 50, to the Children’s 
Hospital of Wisconsin so that they might 
bring cheer to other children and families 
in need. “It feels touching to give,” said 
Fogl. “It makes me feel happy to bring a 
smile to another child’s face.” 

Additionally, Laylah’s family elected to 
donate Laylah’s heart to someone in need, 
an act that was celebrated on a Rose Bowl 
Parade float on New Year’s Day. 


For Children’s Sake 


High-school football fields across the 
country have witnessed devastating trage- 
dies resulting from injuries, and New York 
Giants co-owner Steve Tisch does what he 
can to prevent further injury or loss of life. 

Tisch believes that having certified ath- 
letic trainers and EMTs available for high- 
school football programs might save lives 
and reduce injury severity. In December, 
he donated $1.2 million to the New York 
City Department of Education for the 
city’s 53 public high-school programs to 
hire trainers and EMTs. 

“A lot of parents are concerned about 
their kids playing contact sports,” Tisch 
said at a press conference, standing along- 
side Victor Cruz. “But as a parent, my 
level of confidence and comfort is greatly 
increased if I know that there are trained 
coaches as well as trainers who can recog- 
nize concussion symptoms, know concus- 
sion protocols, and I hope that’s one of the 
real benefits of this program.” 

According to Yahoo News, the dona- 
tion was Tisch’s second major one of the 
year. In May, he donated $10 million to 
UCLA’s concussion research program. 
Tisch’s donation will make it possible to 
focus on training neurologists in youth 
concussion diagnosis and studying the 
connection between concussions and 
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long-term brain damage. Tisch’s dona- 
tion marked the single largest gift from 
an individual to a medical center for a 
concussion-related initiative. 


Hair and Heart of Gold 


William Shakespeare once said, “Some 
are born great, some achieve greatness, 
and some have greatness thrust upon 
them.” Three-year-old Ariana of Winter- 
port, Maine, might be a prime example of 
those who are born great. 

ABC News reported that Ariana told her 
parents that she wanted to donate her hair. 

Ariana’s father explained, “I do a charity 
called Extra Life where I play video games 
to help raise money for kids. Ariana hap- 
pened to be sitting on my lap when a video 
played showing a little girl who was bald, 
lying in a hospital bed with tubes in her.” 

Extra Life is a charity that raises money 
for Children’s Miracle Network Hospitals 
through video gaming. 

Ariana had a lot of questions regarding 
the little girl on the screen, and her par- 
ents explained that the girl was very sick 
and that the medicine she was taking to get 
better caused her to lose her hair. 

According to Ariana’s parents, Ariana 
immediately said, “Well she can have 
some of my hair.” 

Her parents were so pleased with Ari- 
ana’s show of selflessness that they began 
to research organizations to which she could 
donate hair and selected Locks of Love. 

On November 21, Ariana went to a 
salon and had her beautiful blond hair cut 
to donate to the organization. 

“It was her first haircut,” Smith told 
ABC News. “She could be so selfless like 
that. Her first reaction is ‘How about I give 
up something that I have so a little girl can 
feel pretty.’” 

According to Ariana’s parents, giving to 
others comes naturally to their daughter. “I 
think she’s just a caring person,” Ariana’s 
father told the Huffington Post. “She has 
a little play set of medical devices which 
she uses often. I’ve had my blood pressure 
and heart rate ‘checked’ hundreds of times 
this year.” 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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Surveillance of the Right Is Not New: 


The IRS Scandal in Historical Perspective 


The “Reuther Memorandum’ — written by Democrat Party operatives in 1961 — outlined 
steps the Kennedy administration could use to isolate the political Right via government. 


AP Images 


The brothers Reuther: Victor, Roy, and Walter Reuther (left to right) had longstanding left-wing 


politics and were key functionaries in the Democratic Party in the 1950s and 1960s. 


by Thomas R. Eddlem 


T= Obama administration’s ongoing 
coverup of the IRS scandal about 
targeting the Tea Party is not the 
first instance of the federal government 
persecuting the political Right with IRS 
audits. In fact, the current IRS scandal — 
where Lois Lerner’s Blackberry and her 
desktop computer have apparently been 
wiped clean to destroy evidence — are 
actually following a more than 50-year 
script for government to destroy the po- 
litical Right in the form of the “Reuther 
Memorandum.” “The flow of big money 
to the radical right should be dammed to 
the extent possible,” the “Reuther Memo- 
randum” informed the Kennedy adminis- 
tration, asking for political assistance in 
stemming that flow. 

Sound familiar? 

The “Reuther Memorandum” was a 
December 19, 1961 letter from socialist 
labor organizer Victor Reuther to Attorney 
General Bobby Kennedy urging the fed- 
eral government to target right-of-center 
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political education organizations. Union 
organizer Reuther (who was head of the 
education department of the United Auto 
Workers) had worked for Stalin’s Gorky 
Auto Works for more than a year in the 
1930s, at the height of Stalin’s purges. 
Though not a Communist Party member, 
Victor — along with his brothers Wal- 
ter and Roy — was a dedicated socialist 
who was determined to get the govern- 
ment to prosecute the constitutionalist 
movement. All three Reuther brothers 
developed strong Democratic Party ties 
after abandoning the Socialist Party in the 
1930s to work for the New Deal via the 
Democratic Party. Walter Reuther was a 
founder of the leftist Americans for Demo- 
cratic Action and headed the United Auto 
Workers labor union, later rising to head 
the Congress of Industrial Organizations 
(of which the UAW was a member). Vic- 
tor and Roy Reuther worked for the UAW 
in the Education and Citizenship Commit- 
tees, respectively, and all three brothers 
were loyal Kennedy political lieutenants 
in the Democratic Party. 


The means sought by Victor Reuther’s 
memorandum were focused IRS audits via 
congressional subpoenas to bog conserva- 
tives down in investigation, purging pa- 
triotic opinion from the U.S. military, and 
federal government listing of conservative 
organizations as “subversive” to the U.S. 
Constitution. 

“The radical right or extreme right- 
wing,” the “Reuther Memorandum” 
claimed back in 1961, “includes an un- 
known number of millions of Americans 
of viewpoints bounded on the left by Sen- 
ator Goldwater and on the right by [John 
Birch Society founder] Robert Welch.” It 
added that the government needed to sup- 
press dissent from new small-government 
and anti-communist organizations, such 
as The John Birch Society and Dr. Fred 
Schwarz’ Christian Anti-Communist Cru- 
sade, the former of which is the parent 
organization of this magazine. Reuther 
noted in a libel against the organizations: 
“By the use of the twin propaganda weap- 
ons of fear and slander, the radical right 
moves the national political spectrum 
away from the Administration’s proposed 
liberal programs at home and abroad.... 
What are needed are deliberate Adminis- 
tration policies and programs to contain 
the radical right from further expansion 
and in the long run to reduce it to its his- 
toric role of the impotent lunatic fringe.” 


Criminalizing the Right 

The “Reuther Memorandum” explicitly 
called for labeling conservative and anti- 
communist organizations as subversive to 
the U.S. Constitution, even though they 
were the primary organizations support- 
ing restoration of the document in the 
face of a socialist assault. “The Attorney 
General’s list of subversive organizations 
is lending aid and comfort to the radical 
right. Although the radical right poses a 
far greater danger to the success of this 
country in the battle against international 
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Communism than does the domes- 
tic Communist movement, the lat- 
ter have been branded subversive 
by the Government and the former 
have not.” 

One of the organizations Reuther 
believed should be particularly tar- 
geted for this ideological blacklist- 
ing was The John Birch Society: 


Under existing regulations, the 
Attorney General can only put 
an organization on the Attorney 
General’s list ifhe finds, after no- 
tice and hearing, that it meets the 
standards of the list — i.e., that 
the organization is “totalitarian, 
fascist, communist or subver- 
sive, or as having adopted a pol- 
icy of advocating or approving 
the commission of acts of force 
or violence to deny others their 
rights under the Constitution ... 
or as seeking to alter the form of 
government of the United States 
by unconstitutional means.” Cer- 
tain of the radical right organiza- 
tions may well meet one or more 
of these criteria. 


The “Reuther Memorandum” also sought to 
stigmatize The John Birch Society and other 
right-thinking organizations in the 1960s by 
involving them in highly charged congres- 
sional investigations. “The mere act of in- 
dicating that an investigation will be made 
will certainly bring home to many people 
something they have never considered — 
the subversive character of these organiza- 
tions and their similarity to the listed groups 
on the left.” Some time after the “Reuther 
Memorandum” called for hearings, Robert 
Welch affirmatively sought out a legislative 
hearing in order to dispel the myth and to 
clear up the false allegations. But Congress 
refused to hold hearings on the organization. 
Eventually the state legislature of Califor- 
nia, where the JBS then had one of its two 
headquarters offices, held hearings on the 
JBS and vindicated the organization. 


Robert Welch: The founder of The John Birch Society avoided 
IRS troubles with an innovative incorporation strategy for his 

constitutionalist organization, incorporating as a non-profit at 
the state level but filing as a for-profit with the IRS. 


IRS Targeting 
In addition to trying to get the govern- 
ment to investigate the JBS, the “Reuther 
Memorandum” also demanded “the flow 
of big money to the radical right should 
be dammed to the extent possible.” The 
strategy was to use audits in the 1960s in 
the same manner as the Tea Party has been 
audited in recent years: Tie up the organi- 
zations with thousands of man-hours and 
tens of thousands of dollars in audits and 
accounting costs, and delay tax-exempt 
status for organizations. Because many 
corporations and foundations today will 
only donate to organizations with approved 
tax-exempt status, the government-focused 
delays and audits have long been designed 
to starve the organizations of funds before 
they ever get out of the starting gate. 

The “Reuther Memorandum” — but- 
tressed by the strong political and social 


The “Reuther Memorandum” was a December 19, 1961 letter from 
socialist labor organizer Victor Reuther to Attorney General Bobby 


Kennedy urging the federal government to target right-of-center 


political education organizations. 
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bond between the Reuther broth- 
ers and John F. Kennedy’s presi- 
dential administration — bore im- 
mediate fruit in the surveillance of 
the Right. Little did Reuther know 
that the Kennedy Justice Depart- 
ment had already begun to target 
conservatives using the IRS. Ac- 
cording to the Senate Intelligence 
Committee’s final report in 1976 
(the Church Committee report): 


The FBI and the Internal Se- 
curity Division of the Justice 
Department gave SSS [Spe- 
cial Services Staff of the IRS] 
lists of taxpayers deemed to 
be “activists” or “ideological 
organizations;” the FBI, in pro- 
viding SSS with a list of over 
2,000 groups and individuals 
classified as “Right Wing,” 
“New Left,” and “Old Left,” 
expressed its hope that SSS tax 
examinations would “deal a 
blow to dissident elements.” 
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Just as the IRS targeted both Right 

and Left ideological organizations 
in both the Obama and Kennedy admin- 
istrations, in both cases the most focused 
audits were against so-called right-wing 
organizations. In the 1960s, this meant 
organizations such as The John Birch 
Society. The Church Committee report 
— chaired by the leftist Senator Frank 
Church (D-Idaho) — acknowledged that 
“a smaller though more intensive selective 
enforcement program, the ‘Ideological Or- 
ganization Project,’ was established in No- 
vember 1961 in response to White House 
criticism of ‘right-wing extremist’ groups. 
On the basis of such political criteria, 18 
organizations were selected for special 
audit although there was no evidence of 
tax violation.” 

But The John Birch Society never had 
major problems with the IRS, because it 
never applied for a 501(c)(3) or 501(c) 
(4) tax-exemption from the IRS. “We are 
organized differently,” current John Birch 
Society CEO Art Thompson told THE NEw 
AMERICAN. Thompson noted that while 
the JBS is incorporated as a non-profit 
organization under the laws of the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts, it files with 
the IRS every year a “regular for-profit 
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1120 tax form just as if we were a regular 
for-profit business, not that we ever have 
any profit.” Thompson noted that the JBS 
founder had never wanted the IRS to have 
discretionary powers over the organiza- 
tion, adding that “the foresight of Robert 
Welch when he started the organization 
was that he knew he would come under 
attack from the federal government.” 

The JBS organization enjoys several ad- 
vantages over local Tea Party organizations 
formed in the wake of the TARP bailouts 
and ObamaCare mandate in that it is a na- 
tional organization. “We can make a cause 
céelébre out of anything, literally overnight,” 
Thompson told THE NEW AMERICAN. “They 
are being picked off one at a time because 
they are not a national organization.” 

JBS President John F. McManus noted 
that the Birch Society has had legal run- 
ins with the federal government on other 
fronts, however. “The most expensive 
thing we ever had to do was to defend 
TRIM from the FEC,” McManus told 
THE NEW AMERICAN. The John Birch So- 
ciety’s non-partisan fiscal report cards 
on Congress — Tax Reform IMmedi- 
ately (TRIM) — were challenged by the 
Federal Election Committee as being 
“electioneering communications” back 
in 1978-1980. Though the charges were 
dismissed by the U.S. Court of Appeals 
in 1980 with the conclusion that the FEC 
had “failed abysmally to meet this awe- 
some responsibility” to protect the First 


Kennedy was no hero: By the time 
Victor Reuther had suggested President 
Kennedy use the power of the executive 
branch to attack the constitutionalist 
movement, President Kennedy had 
already put the IRS in motion against the 
“religious right” of his day. 
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Amendment guarantee of freedom of the 
press, the organization was tied up for 
years in litigation. 


Warrantless Surveillance 
of the “Right” 
Government surveillance of The John 
Birch Society began even before the “Re- 
uther Memorandum” called for labeling it 
as “subversive” to the U.S. Constitution. 
The Church Committee of the United 
States Senate reported in 1976, “Under 
these programs, the FBI collected and 
disseminated intelligence about the John 
Birch Society and its founder, Robert 
Welch, in 1959.” 

Under the category of “Army Surveil- 
lance of Civilians,” the Church Committee 
reported: 


The Army’s nationwide intelligence 
surveillance program created files 
on some 100,000 Americans and an 
equally large number of domestic or- 
ganizations, encompassing virtually 
every group seeking peaceful change 
in the United States including ... 
the John Birch Society [and] Young 
Americans for Freedom. 


This surveillance was also directed against 
a plethora of domestic leftist groups, such 
as the National Organization for Women, 
the NAACP, the Urban League, and the 
Anti-Defamation League. But again, the 


focus was upon the political Right, which 
was the greatest threat to the political suc- 
cess of the Kennedy administration. 

If this sounds familiar, it should be. The 
Obama administration has followed the 
same “Reuther Memorandum” playbook 
with respect to the IRS and labeling con- 
servatives as criminal opponents to free 
government. And the Obama administra- 
tion has likewise launched a political at- 
tack on small-government organizations, 
labeling them potential terrorists in a 2009 
report entitled Rightwing Extremism: Cur- 
rent Economic and Political Climate Fuel- 
ing Resurgence in Radicalization and Re- 
cruitment. The report lumped in legitimate 
conservative and libertarian limited-gov- 
ernment organizations with actual white 
supremacist organizations. 

Several lessons can be learned from the 
1960s. The first is that the perseverance of 
The John Birch Society in the wake of such 
government persecution and surveillance 
over the past 55 years should be a source of 
hope for modern Tea Party organizations. 
The Obama administration has tried to 
delay and deny tax-exempt status designa- 
tions from the IRS in order to starve the Tea 
Party for funds because they know most 
corporations and foundations won’t donate 
to an organization without a 501(c)(3) or 
501(c)(4) tax-exempt designation from the 
IRS. Despite the intimidation, IRS harass- 
ment, and media ridicule, the JBS remains 
a major fixture on the political Right today. 

Secondly, the experience of The John 
Birch Society teaches the lesson that 
government can’t be trusted — even the 
administration of the allegedly sainted 
and martyred John F. Kennedy — and 
its secrets need to be revealed through 
dogged congressional investigations and 
strong public information laws. Pub- 
lic information laws needed include a 
strengthened Freedom of Information 
Act, as well as stronger whistleblower 
laws so that public informants such as 
Edward Snowden can come to Congress 
with information about blatant govern- 
ment violations of the U.S. Constitution 
without fear of prosecution. Most of what 
we know about the FBI and IRS perse- 
cution of political groups — both in the 
1960s and under the Obama adminis- 
tration — came from the congressional 
investigations and whistleblowers who 
testified before them. 
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EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


Brick to the Face 


The Topeka Capital Journal reported 
on December 8 about a strange break-in 
that resulted in shots being fired at an in- 
truder. The incident occurred in Topeka, 
Kansas, around 4:30 a.m. 

A resident woke up to the sounds of 
someone trying to break in to his home. 
He quickly grabbed his pistol and went 
down to investigate. As the homeowner 
neared the main entrance to his house, a 
brick came crashing through a window 
next to the door and struck him in the face. 
Authorities believe the brick was thrown 
by a man outside the home who was trying 
to enter the house and that the man did not 
intend to strike the occupant of the home 
in the face. Topeka police believe the man 
who threw the brick might have thought 
the home was unoccupied. 

The homeowner suffered a broken nose 
from the brick but was able to regain his 
composure and deal with the ongoing 
break-in attempt. The homeowner wit- 
nessed a man stick his arm through the 
broken window and begin to unlock the 
door to the home. The resident confronted 
the would-be intruder and fired several 
shots at him, and the intruder fled down 
the alley behind the house. Police later dis- 
covered the man suffering from multiple 
gunshot wounds lying behind a nearby 
house. The suspect was taken to a hos- 
pital with life-threatening injuries, but is 
expected to recover. He will face charges 
related to the attempted break-in. 

Neighbor Don De Hart told Kansas 
First News that he knew both the victim 
and the suspect involved. He expressed 
dismay that the man would try something 
like this. De Hart told the news, “I hired 
him to help me, and he was real good 
help, as far as I was concerned, before 
he was a pretty sharp kid.... I just wish it 
wasn’t him.” 


Criminals Scared 
Away by Gunshot 


WRCBtv.com reported on January 7 out 
of Chattanooga, Tennessee, on a home in- 
vasion that was thwarted by an armed fe- 
male occupant. A woman was home alone 
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“.. the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” 
_ ES — OEE. 


when she was awakened by the sound of 
a hammer breaking down her bedroom 
door. The nightmare scenario immedi- 
ately shocked the woman from her sleep, 
and she grabbed a loaded pistol from her 
nightstand. 

As the door began to give, she aimed 
her pistol and fired a single round at the 
men standing on the other side. She would 
later tell police that she could hear one of 
the suspects scream before the two pan- 
icked intruders fled the home. She called 
the police, who found two young men hid- 
ing in the woods nearby. 

The men, Michael Delaney, 18, and 
Nicholas Hanks, 21, were later charged 
with aggravated burglary and conspira- 
cy to commit aggravated burglary. The 
younger of the two, Delaney, appears to 
have been making a lot of bad decisions 
recently, as he is also facing charges relat- 
ed to a break-in of an elementary school in 
September in which he was charged with 
more than 20 counts of burglary and theft 
of property. 

John Martin, the owner of the Chat- 
tanooga-based Shooter’s Depot store, 
wasn’t surprised by news of the woman 
firing her weapon at the intruders. His 
store features a “Chattanooga Gun Girls” 
gun club, and Martin told WRCBtv.com 
that he’s seeing more and more females 
looking for ways to protect themselves. 
Women actually make up 25 percent of 
the store’s company base. Martin added, 
“Women are no longer willing to be 
second-class citizens when it comes to 
defending themselves.... They are more 
proactive today, more so than I have ever 
in my entire life seen it.” 


Grandson Defends 
His Grandmother 


From Burglars 


The FOX News affiliate out of High 
Point, North Carolina, reported on De- 
cember 17 about an unusual story in 
which a 14-year-old boy was forced to 
use lethal force to defend his 73-year-old 
grandmother. 

Charlotte-Mecklenburg police told 
FOX 8 that a grandmother was at home 


with her grandson when two intruders at- 
tempted to break in to their house. The 
Daily Mail reported that the grandmother 
had recently undergone hip-replacement 
surgery, and the grandson was helping her 
while she healed. The grandson was fixing 
something in the kitchen when he heard 
the sound of a window breaking in the rear 
of the house. 

The young boy ran and grabbed a load- 
ed pistol he knew his grandfather kept in 
the house for protection. The boy pointed 
the gun at the broken window and yelled 
for the men to leave. The grandmother 
would later tell the 911 operator that the 
intruders did not heed his warnings and 
tried entering the home. 

The grandson fired three shots at the 
intruders, who were later identified as 
18-year-old Isai Delcid and 22-year-old 
Carlos Delcid. Isai was fatally wounded, 
and his body was found at the scene by 
police. Carlos fled the scene but was later 
arrested and charged with first-degree bur- 
glary. Police believe the men were break- 
ing in to the home to steal prescription 
pills. 

Authorities said they will not bring 
charges against the grandson because the 
shooting was a justifiable homicide. In 
a strange twist, the grandfather told the 
Daily Mail that the 14-year-old boy’s fa- 
ther was killed in a violent burglary at the 
automotive shop where he worked back in 
2008. 

Sadly, this was not the end of the story. 
WSOCtv.com reported on December 24 
that someone drove up to the home and 
fired a shotgun into the window of a sun- 
room where the grandmother lay asleep. 
George Wyant, the grandfather, told WS- 
OCtv.com, “My wife is scared to death, 
grandson scared to death every time they 
hear a noise.” 

Wyant told the police that he believes 
the shooting was in retaliation for his 
grandson’s actions. When he explained his 
beliefs to the police, “they felt the same. 
They’re going to investigate all they can.” 
Wyant explained that his family is now 
afraid to bring his other grandchildren 
around, and he plans to take his wife away 
from their home to be safe. Mi 

— PATRICK KREY 
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Nationalizing School 
Standards Through 
ObamaCore 


ITEM: Jn the New York Times for Decem- 
ber 27, 2014, in an article entitled “Rage 
Against the Common Core,” David Kirp 
writes: “Starting in the mid-1990s, educa- 
tion advocates began making a simple ar- 
gument: National education standards will 
level the playing field, assuring that all high 
school graduates are prepared for first-year 
college classes or rigorous career training.” 

Kirp, a professor of public policy at 
the University of California at Berkeley, 
asserted that the “movement took off in 
2008, when the nation’s governors and 
education commissioners drove a huge 
effort to devise ‘world-class standards, ’ 
now known as the Common Core.” 

Saying that the Obama administration 

“didn t craft the standards,” he acknowl- 
edged that “it weighed in heavily, using 
some of the $4.35 billion from the Race 
to the Top program to encourage states to 
adopt not only the Common Core (in it- 
self, a good thing) but also frequent, high- 
stakes testing (which is deeply unpopular). 
The mishandled rollout turned a conversa- 
tion about pedagogy into an ideological 
and partisan debate.” 
Trem: In a piece for the online Huffington 
Post for November 7, 2014, entitled “The 
Common Core Standards: A Matter of Na- 
tion,” David Scott Clegg insists that “the 
Common Core is an attempt to standardize 
standards in American education. It does 
not represent an attack upon our freedom 
to deliver education through the only way 
education is delivered — of, by, for and 
through people.” 

Clegg, the managing director of the 
HEAD Foundation and UNITE Education, 
concludes: “The Common Core recogniz- 
es we are one nation, and as such require 
an established set of national standards 
for achievement in education. What we 
must ensure through a focused, coordi- 
nated — dare we say united — effort in 
the implementation of such is equal access 
to quality education for all.” 
CORRECTION: If those who continue to pro- 
mote more centralization in public policies 
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Not thinking critically: Advocates of Common Core accuse detractors of letting partisan beliefs 
stop needed national standards. Not only do national standards not foretell the quality of public 
schooling, Common Core actually lowers school standards nationally, rather than increase them. 


learned from their mistakes, they would by 
now have a fantastic education. Yet, the ad- 
vocates of Common Core apparently think 
one can keep making the same miscalcula- 
tions and get different and better results. 

Then, again, if you have been paying at- 
tention to how math is taught under Com- 
mon Core standards, you already know 
that controlling the process is more impor- 
tant than getting the right answer. 

Yet, many who once bought into pro- 
Common Core sales pitches are finding 
they were sold a phony bill of goods. An 
early supporter of Common Core, Louisi- 
ana Governor Bobby Jindal is one of these. 
The governor last year filed a lawsuit in 
federal court alleging that the Obama ad- 
ministration’s Department of Education 
used a $4.3 billion grant program and 
waiver policy to ensnare states to national- 
ize school curricula at the expense of local 
and state control. Said Jindal: 


Common Core is the latest effort by 
big government disciples to strip away 
state rights and put Washington, D.C., 
in control of everything. What started 
out as an innovative idea to create a 
set of base-line standards that could 
be “voluntarily” used by the states has 
turned into a scheme by the federal 
government to nationalize curriculum. 


Meanwhile, the pressure that is being exert- 
ed at the grassroots level against the idea of 
having a national school board in Washing- 
ton has caused proponents to spend a lot of 
time denying what the effort entails, quib- 
bling over word meanings, and dragging in 
the Founding Fathers for support — as if 
a federal republic would have bureaucrats 
thousands of miles away deciding what 
local schools should be teaching children. 
There’s no denying that the Obama ad- 
ministration has been in this effort up to its 
eyeballs — hence the derisive nickname 
“ObamaCore” and the mocking meme that 
“Tf you like your curriculum, you can keep 
it,” echoing the false claim made about 
healthcare. However, the campaign now 
being pushed from Washington also built 
on efforts that took place when Republicans 
were in the White House. The money being 
used as a cudgel against the states stems 
from programs such as “Race to the Top” 
and “No Child Left Behind” (NCLB). 
Some dare call this bribery, with our own 
money, with states being coerced to adopt 
federal standards or risk losing the billions 
of dollars of bait. The feds know how hard 
it is for state politicians to turn down “free” 
money, especially in times of recession. 
With the enticements there for the taking, 
the regulatory hooks often get ignored. Or, 
to mix metaphors, as one pundit put it, the 
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incentives to adopt the federal standards are 
the “carrot that feels like a stick.” 

Prior to ObamaCore’s rollout, the Nation- 
al Governors Association and the Council of 
Chief State School Officers were pushing 
for federalized policies that offered money 
on the one hand and relief from regulations 
on the other. What resulted should have 
been obvious, since there really ain’t no 
such thing as a free political lunch. 

The Race to the Top program came along 
with the economic “stimulus” in 2009 that 
in essence demanded that states sign on to 
Common Core so they could get a slice of 
the $4.35 billion payoff. That, as correctly 
noted by Neal McCluskey of the Cato In- 
stitute, was “the foot in the door.” And then, 


once most states were using the same 
standards and tests, there was little 
question what Washington would 
eventually say: “Since everyone’s 
using the same tests and standards 
anyway, might as well make federal 
policy based on that.” 

... Indeed, the “tripod” of stan- 
dards, tests, and accountability that 
many Core-ites believe is needed 
to make “standards-based reform” 
function, logically demands federal 


control. After all, a major lesson of 
NCLB is that states will not hold 
themselves accountable for setting 
and clearing high academic bars. 

While it’s a crucial fact, the full 
story on the Common Core isn’t that 
the feds coerced adoption. It is that the 
end game is almost certainly complete 
federal control by connecting nation- 
al standards and tests to annual fed- 
eral funding. And that, it is now quite 
clear, is no conspiracy theory. 


The federal takeover is bad enough to op- 
pose in itself. Yet, making matters even 
worse, the standards and the “Common 
Core-aligned” curricula (promoted in part 
by those whose materials will be used) will 
be detrimental to what most reasonable 
people would view as a good education. 

One of those who studied the Common 
Core program very closely is James Mil- 
gram, a professor emeritus of mathematics 
at Stanford. The professor served on the 
validation committee for Core mathemat- 
ics (he didn’t agree to approve the stan- 
dards). As Milgram later told a committee 
of the Indiana state Senate: 


The Common Core standards claim 


“QO YOU KNOW ANYTHING ABOUT TEACHING?” 
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to be “benchmarked against to inter- 
national standards,” but this phrase 
is meaningless. They are actually 
two or more years behind interna- 
tional expectations by eighth grade, 
and only fall further behind as they 
talk about grades 8-12. Indeed, they 
don’t even fully cover the material 
in a solid geometry course, or in the 
second-year algebra course. 


Have you tried to help public schoolchil- 
dren with simple arithmetic homework re- 
cently? The most basic concepts have been 
changed beyond recognition, which also 
drives a wedge between parent and child. 
Thank the federalization of standards, and 
the teachers forced to teach to the test- 
ing of those so-called standards, for the 
bollixed-up situation. One critic is Marina 
Ratner, a math professor at the Univer- 
sity of California at Berkeley. Columnist 
Phyllis Schlafly, herself a Common Core 
adversary, is among those who have paid 
attention to the professor’s rather specific 
criticism. Writes Schlafly: 


Professor Ratner became alerted to 
the stupidity of Common Core by 
looking at the homework assigned to 
her grandson in 6th grade Berkeley 
middle school. Fractions are taught 
by having the kids draw pictures of 
everything, such as 6 divided by 8, 
and 4 divided by 2/7, and also by cre- 
ating fictional stories for such things 
as 2/3 divided by 3/4. A student who 
gives the correct answer right away 
and doesn’t draw a picture or make 
up a story loses points. 

Ms. Ratner concluded that Com- 
mon Core is making simple math 
concepts “artificially intricate and 
complex with the pretense of being 
deeper, while the actual content 
taught was primitive.” The bottom 
line is that Common Core is inferior 
to the current good California stan- 
dards, and the $15.8 billion spent na- 
tionally to develop and adopt Com- 
mon Core was a gigantic waste. 


In addition, English language arts and lit- 
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eracy standards have also been downgraded 
to a large degree in favor of short “infor- 
mational” texts. In many such cases, teach- 
ers are given minute-by-minute directions, 
what amounts to scripts to follow. In the 
meantime, hanging over their heads are 
potential poor grades in the teacher evalu- 
ations that are part of the federal programs. 

The former Texas state commissioner 
of education, among others, has acknowl- 
edged that he was urged to adopt the 
Common Core standards even before they 
were written. This is an unjustifiable leap 
of faith to benefit those who have proven 
unworthy of such trust, and who will pre- 
tend to stand for anything you might fall 
for as part of their bunko game. 

The students are losing too. Sandra 
Stotsky, a professor emeritus of education 
reform at the University of Arkansas, has 
concluded that Common Core’s “dimin- 
ished emphasis on literature in the second- 
ary grades makes it unlikely that American 


students will study a meaningful range of 
culturally and historically significant liter- 
ary works before graduation.” 

Traditionally, if you didn’t like how 
your neighborhood schools were run, you 
could have your voice heard locally. But 
when education is federalized, there is no 
way to get a response from faceless bu- 
reaucrats in Washington who are driving 
the problematic coursework. 

And the proponents of Common Core are 
not keen on getting criticized. Not that long 
ago, Education Secretary Arne Duncan let 
his arrogance show through (when it became 
a public embarrassment, he was forced to 
apologize for saying what he really meant). 
He berated “white suburban moms” for op- 
posing reforms because, as he put it, they 
suddenly found out that “their child isn’t as 
brilliant as they thought they were.” 

These are the people behind Fed Ed — 
which is one more reason why parents are 
fed up. 


The federal educrats are fighting on 
many fronts to maintain and expand 
their powers and perks. The Common 
Core promoters have numerous avenues 
to get at our children. Writing in Town- 
hall magazine in September, Sarah Jean 
Seman noted that David Coleman, one of 
Common Core’s “lead writers,” recently 
became “president of College Board, the 
organization responsible for the SAT. 
Coleman proceeded to alter the SAT to 
align with Common Core. This means 
states, or even home-schooled students 
who remain out of the broad system, may 
find the test caters to students who have 
been raised on the standards.” 

You may not think your kids are com- 
mon, but the planners in Washington do. 
When it comes to education, you probably 
want a choice for your child. The goal of 
the federal educrats is more direct. They 
want your child. 

— WILLIAM P. Hoar 
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THE !\5 WORD 


BY THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


lf | Were an ISIS Recruiter 


er... I'd tell everyone 

in Iraq and Syria that 
the U.S. government is the 
enemy of Islam everywhere 
in the world, and has bombed 
and interfered in Islamic 
governments everywhere 
they exist. 

I’d point out that the 
U.S. government is bomb- 
ing Muslims in Yemen. I’d 
point out that the U.S. gov- 
ernment is droning Muslims 
in Pakistan. I’d point out the 
U.S. government has sent 
commandos to kill Muslims 
in Somalia. I’d point out 
that the U.S. government is 
bombing and droning Muslims in Syria. I’d point out that 
none of these four countries had ever attacked the United 
States, or American citizens, before the U.S. government 
began its attacks. 

I’d point out the U.S. government has also bombed Mus- 
lims in Afghanistan and Iraq and interfered in their policies for 
three decades, including some 15 years before the September 
11 attacks. 

I’d argue that it is the patriotic duty of native-born Syrians 
and Iraqis to join ISIS and fight off the foreign invaders, who 
have attacked Muslims without provocation. I’d point out that 
even before the U.S. government bombardment against Syria 
and Iraq began, ISIS had not killed even one American. I’d also 
point out ISIS has killed only two Americans since the U.S. 
bombardment started, and that at least one of those two had a 
profile of a CIA spy. 

I'd argue it was the religious duty of all Muslims to join ISIS 
and fight off the greatest enemy of Islam in the world today. I’d 
point out that the U.S. government has a long history of toppling 
freely elected governments in the Islamic world, going back to 
the Mossadegh government in Iran that was toppled in a 1953 
CIA-backed coup. I’d claim that the U.S. government installed 
the CIA-trained General Abdel Fattah el-Sisi to depose the elected 
Muslim Brotherhood government in Egypt. I’d point out that the 
U.S. government keeps control of Islamic governments by buying 
off the governments of Egypt, Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan, and 
Saudi Arabia with massive foreign aid and arms sales. I’d point 
out that the United States maintains military bases in the Islamic 
Holy Lands of Saudi Arabia, even though it has no land or prop- 
erty within 6,000 miles of those bases and has no vital national 
security interests in the region. 

I’d note that the U.S. government has incarcerated innocent 
Muslims in Guantanamo without trial or due process — even 


I f I were an ISIS recruit- 
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people that the U.S. govern- 
ment has for years openly 
admitted are innocent. I’d 
stress that the U.S. govern- 
ment has tortured only Mus- 
lims — never Christians or 
Jews — at Guantanamo, Ba- 
gram, Abu Ghraib, and other 
secret prisons. And I’d point 
out that the U.S. government 
has admitted at least a quar- 
ter of those tortured were 
non-combatants and had 
never been enemies of the 
United States. 

I’d point out that U.S. lead- 
ers — such as former Vice 
President Dick Cheney — 
who carried out the torture of 
innocents have such a low opinion of Muslims’ lives that on 
national television they continue to applaud their decisions to 
torture hundreds of innocents. 

If I were an ISIS recruiter, I’d realize I have nothing to offer 
the people of Iraq and Syria in the way of positive contributions 
to their society. So I’d need help to get recruits. But I’d be glad 
the U.S. government is doing every single thing it can possibly 
do to promote more interest in the cause of radical Islam in Syria 
and Iraq (ISIS) — and I’d hope they keep doing more of exactly 
what they are doing. 

If I were an ISIS recruiter, I’d also want the mass media to 
keep doing the same thing it’s doing by keeping the Ameri- 
can people ignorant of how I get new recruits by associating 
my ISIS cause with patriotism and religion. The last thing I 
would want is for the American people to demand a change 
in policy. 

And there would be a way to prevent that change in policy. I 
would want the media to continue to give the American people 
no reason to think of Muslims as equals and fellow human be- 
ings who love their country, especially when it’s attacked by 
foreigners. I wouldn’t want them to understand that people in 
Middle Eastern countries rally around their country when it’s 
attacked by foreigners just as much as Americans rallied around 
their flag after the 9/11 attacks. Thus, I’d want the media to keep 
deploying the uninformative word “extremist” and other non- 
descriptive pejoratives to describe ISIS to the American people, 
and to co-mingle my organization, ISIS, with that of all Muslims 
in the minds of as many Americans as possible. 

But I’m not an ISIS recruiter — and I have to wonder why the 
U.S. government has oriented its foreign policy to maximize the 
radicalization of Islamic forces and to associate all patriotic and 
religious sentiment toward that end. And I also have to wonder 
why the mass media is complicit in this policy. Hi 
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